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U. S. Senate, 
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Presidential Campaign Activities, 

W ashingt on, D.C. 

[The following testimony of Mr. Ehrlichman on the Hughes- 
Rebozo Investigation and Related Matters is a continuation of the 
executive session hearing of February 8, 1974, appearing in books 16 
and 18.] 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Ehrlichman, I would like to ask a couple of 
questions. Just before the period October 1971, when Newsday did a 
series on Mr. Rebozo, do you recall asking Mr. Fielding if he would 
come down to Key Biscayne and talk with Mr. Rebozo? 


TESTIMONY OP JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN, ACCOMPANIED BY 

JOHN J. WILSON, COUNSEL 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Could you give us the background to how that 
request occurred ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. That occurred as a result of the President’s re- 
quest to me, that I talk with Mr. Rebozo about a conversation that 
Rebozo had had with the President in which he had — Rebozo had 
indicated that he was probably going to file a libel action, and the 
President was concerned about it for his friend, and didn’t want to 
see him going off half cocked and just asked, as an accommodation, 
to sit down with him, and so, on the occasion of a trip when we 
were already there. I went around to his office and sat, and talked 
with him about it for awhile. There were questions there that I 
couldn’t answer. I mean, there were technical questions that came 
up, and some of them involved improprieties on the part of Govern- 
ment officials, specifically, as I recall National Park Service, some- 
thing to do with the Everglades National Park and so on, and 
Rebozo felt that he had been libeled. I was concerned from two stand- 
points, one, whether the charges were true or not from the standpoint 
of the internal operations of the Government. The other was where 
Rebozo might be getting himself into a situation— where he was 
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going to get himself into a law suit that would be of disadvantage to 
us both, to him and the President. So on my return, I asked Fielding 
to go down and find out as much as he could about those transactions 
and he talked to Rebozo, he talked to him about the law suit. He 
talked to — I think people in the Government down there. 

Mr. Armstrong. OK. Do you recall — I am not sure I understand 
the reference to the nature of the improprieties on the part of 
Government employees ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, the Newsday service, I recall, had various 
allegations that implied undue influence on Rebozo’s part, or undue 
solicitation, or on the part of Government people because of his 
friendship with the President, and things of that kind. 

Mr. Armstrong. This is in the sale of the property ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. I am a little vague on this, but as I recall 
it had to do with title insurance, and where business had been done 
with this title insurance, and the National Park Service and the 
national parkland down there and also something to do with a park 
on an island down there in which he did, or did not have interest 
or some such thing. Well, he felt that that was libelous, that he 
had not influenced anybody with the commission of a crime, that he 
was going to sue. I was concerned for him and I was also concerned 
with the fact of whether there was in fact, improprieties, but it was 
not anything that I had anything to do with, in terms of my official 
responsibilities. Fielding did so, he was dispatched. 

Mr. Armstrong. It is my understanding that Mr. Fielding re- 
quested on the occasion of his meeting with Mr. Rebozo, certain docu- 
ments relating to, among other things, I think Fisher Island, the 
stock transactions on Fisher Island. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Requested of him? 

Mr. Armstrong. Of Mr. Rebozo, and Mr. Rebozo forwarded them 
to you with a cover letter, do you recall that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, but it could have been. 

Mr. Armstrong. It is my undertanding the cover letter made refer- 
ence to a conversation that the President had had with you regarding 
the fact that the documents should not go to anyone other than 
yourself, and should either be destroyed or returned to Mr. Rebozo 
when their use was included. Do you recall that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall any discussion with the President 
on the subject of Fisher Island? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh sure, we had a number of conversations 
about Fisher Island, but I don’t recall that about the documents. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall a discussion with the President on 
the subject of how the redemption price for his stock was agreed 
upon at $2 ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. That was pretty much left to Rebozo and 
a lawyer named Wakefield to work out within the corporation, but 
beyond that I don’t recall any specifics. 

Mr. Armstrong. But, at the time of the Newsday article, you don’t 
recall any ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, the Newsday article had in it — -yes, I do 
recall something. Now, let’s see who told me this. I guess Rebozo told 


9679 


me. The Newsday article had something in it about a disgruntled 
stockholder who claimed they had been blackjacked into giving more 
money than the thing was worth. And Rebozo explained that the guy 
was a Democratic hack, who was down there and obviously making 
a false statement for political purposes and that he was of bad repute 
in the community, and so he filled me in and attempted to impeach 
this guy on the basis of his past conduct and so on. 

Mr. Armstrong. But there was — was there any discussion as to 
how the price was arrived at — the $2 was arrived at per share? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I think — I don’t know who told me this 
or how I knew it, but it seems to me that they had a shareholders’ 
meeting, or a meeting of the board, I forget which, and they deter- 
mined it on the basis of market. I am the wrong one to ask how they 
did it. There were conversations though in response to the charges 
that this fellow had made. 

Mr. Armstrong. But, at the time of the Newsday article this was 
not a matter of great concern to you ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall discussions of a corporation known 
as Condev, C-o-n-d-e-v, which Mr. William Rebozo, Mr. Charles 
Gregory, Rebozo’s nephew was involved in ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Or that Senator Smathers was involved in — that 
Condev provided the money for an operation to buy Fisher’s Island; 
purchased the operation for $300,000; and, given the opportunity 
to — that money was the money which, in turn, the President was able 
to redeem his shares with ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, I don’t think I have heard that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Let me leave that area. The second area of con- 
cern we had was 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, wait a minute now. I want to be as com- 
plete as I can. It seems to me that somebody told me that there was 
an offer and that that offer had made the market, in effect, which 
determined the price that would be paid. Now, whether that is the 
offer or not, I don’t know, but I think I was told that at the time of 
the redemption the offer was still pending, and that they had con- 
sidered that offer as sound basis for the determination of the market 
price. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, you don’t remember the discussions. Was 
the offer or at least the deposit — the offer to buy providing the capital 
allowing the President to redeem his shares. You don’t recall dis- 
cussions on that ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, did there come a time when Secretary 
Shultz informed you that the Internal Revenue Service was about 
to conduct an investigation of Mr. Rebozo — at least a preliminary 
tax audit of Mr. Rebozo’s finances ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I am not sure it came from Shultz, I think it 
came from Barth in the office of the counsel there. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall when that was? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Would it have been approximately February 
1973? 


9680 


Mr. Ehrlichmax. It could have been, sounds reasonable. 

Mr. Plotkin. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall if you related this information you 
had received from Mr. Barth to anyone else? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, he asked me to call Rebozo or — or I 
say asked- — it came out of the conversation that I should. He asked 
me how to go about it, I guess is the way. It was a sensitive thing 
from their standpoint, because of Rebozo’s closeness to the President. 
And I said, “Well, I will be glad to call him and arrange it.” 

Mr. Armstrong. To facilitate the initial contact? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. They didn’t want an audit, they wanted an 
interview, as I recall. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did Mr. Barth relate to you what the substance 
of the interview was to be ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. It had to do with — it arose out of the Hughes 
Task Force in Nevada, and it had to do with whether or not Rebozo 
had received funds from the Hughes organization, or an offspring 
or entity or something. I have forgotten what it was, but they had 
had representations from Maheu or one of those people, that they 
had paid money to Rebozo and they wanted to track down and make 
sure that it wasn’t taxable or, one or the other, that it was. 

Mr. Armstrong. And did you contact Mr. Rebozo about that? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And did you relate to him about what the inter- 
view would cover ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And is that the first occasion that you discussed 
the $100,000 contribution ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t think even the number was used. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you tell him what the funds would be used 
for? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I told him what the agent would be interested 
in. 


Mr. Armstrong. Is that the first conversation you had with Mr. 
Rebozo ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And was the President aware of this phone call 
and advice? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you ever inform the President that there 
was to be an IRS interview with Mr. Rebozo ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you ever find that anybody else independ- 
ently informed the President ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, did Mr. Barth, or Secretary Shultz, or 
anyone else subsequently inform you of the progress made by the 
Internal Revenue Service on that issue ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Mr. Barth informed me later that the contact 


had been successfully made and that was all. In other words, that 
there had been no problem in arranging it. He thanked me for inter- 
vening or whatever. 
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Mr. Armstrong. And did he discuss what the substance of that 
interview was ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you ever come to understand what had 
transpired ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you have any source — independent source — 
of knowledge as to the nature of the transaction between Mr. Danner 
and Mr. Rebozo ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 

Mr. Plotkin. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Let me point out — we got into the substance of 
what the investigation was going to be about. 

Mr. Wilson, When you repeat the substance, you just 

Mr. Armstrong. I apologize if it is in anyway repetitive. 

Mr. Wilson. Excuse me for interrupting. 

Mr. Armstrong. Prior to recent press accounts, did you have any 
knowledge of Mr. Rebozo receiving a $6,000 payment from the Flor- 
ida, Nixon for President committee in April 1969? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. When you say prior to recent press accounts. 
I don’t think I even caught up with the press accounts. I never heard 
of this. 

Mr. Wilson. It is new to me. 

Mr. Armstrong. Were you aware of Mr. Rebozo contributing any 
money — Mr. Rebozo having given Mr. Kalmbach any money which in 
turn went to Mr. Ulasiewicz ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. At what time ? 

Mr. Armstrong. This would have been in April or May 1969. I 
am sorry, I don’t have the exact date in front of me. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Gee, I don’t remember anything like that. 

Mr. Armstrong. No, I guess it would have been a little later, 
maybe more like July, around the time Mr. Ulasiewicz started. I 
don’t want to pin you down as to dates. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I just can’t. It is a subject I just don’t recall 
hearing anything about. 

Mr. Lackritz. You mention that there was a meeting in August 
1972 at Mr. Rebozo’s bank where you met Mr. Rebozo — do you recall 
the purpose of that meeting in 1972, in August? Did you discuss 
with him any other libel actions that he was about to file ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well you have pinned that down to a date, and 
I am not — without looking at a log or something — I am not sure of 
the date. It is my recollection that the purpose of the meeting at his 
bank was to discuss this Newsday series and whether that was 
August 1972 or when it was. Anyway, it was while that series had 
just finished, it was right close after that. Was that August 1972? 

Mr. Armstrong. October 1971. 

Mr. Lackritz. The series was in October 1971. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Oh, it would have been a short time after the 
series ended, I would think. 

Mr. Lackritz. So the meeting in August 1972 at the bank would 
have been about this same libel concern ? 


Mr. Ehrlichmax. No, it wouldn’t have been. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, if it wouldn’t have been about that, do you 
recall what that might have been about ? 

Mr. Ehriachmax. August 1972. That’s convention time? 

Mr. Lackritz. Right. It would be after the convention. 

Mr. Ehriachmax. After the convention? It wouldn’t be likely, 
because we took off after the convention. I don’t think it would have 
happened. I very well might have gone over there during platform 
week, prior to convention. I may well have done — but it would have 
been — I can’t imagine what it was about offhand. I was living over 
there on Key Biscay ne at the time. I may just have dropped in to 
say hello, even if I did that. Because what I was doing, was com- 
muting from Key Biscayne to Miami Beach for the platform. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. But in terms of discussion about the pos- 
sible libel action, that would have just occurred right after the news 
article ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Right. 

Mr. Lackritz. Second, when you informed Mr. Rebozo back — 
when you called him in relation to the request of Mr. Barth, what 
was Mr. Rebozo’s response to you ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Very open, very willing. He said he’d be happy 
to do so — he said, “Should I have an attorney present?” and I said, 
“That’s something I can’t answer for you because I don’t know any 
of the answers.” 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he discuss any of the substance of any of the 
information that was involved ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. No, I got the impression that he had an ex- 
planation that he wanted to get it on the record, so to speak. 

Mr. Lackritz. There is one other question that came up as a result 
of notes. You said that Mr. Colson had a political interest in Mr. 
O’Brien that you were concerned about? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And you mentioned at one point that Mr. Colson 
came to you with some information about some information that 
O’Brien had about organized crime figures in Buffalo? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall what that was? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. It was a tip that O’Brien had flown to Buffalo 
and met with representatives of the racetrack or betting syndicate or 
whatever. I can’t be terribly specific about it. He had some names of 
people and so on that — and that he suspected from the fact of that 
meeting, that there would have been no legitimate purpose for the 
meeting and, undoubtedly, O’Brien must have been on the take from 
the gambling interests. Now, I don’t know whether he ever pinned 
it down or whatever came of it. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ever hear about this again or was this 
just an isolated instance from Mr. Colson ? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. Oh, I heard about it several times. He repeated 
his suspicions several times. 

Mr. Lackritz. But he never pinned it down? 

Mr. Ehrlichmax. I have no knowledge. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you have any knowledge if any of these in- 
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stances were connected with any of the organized crime families? 
What do you use for colloquial terms ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t think so, not that I was aware of. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did the name Sam Giancana come into it at all, 
do you recall ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. It was a name that I never heard before. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did any other context of O’Brien with organized 
crime contacts come up on any other occasions with Colson? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No, not that I recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. How about by any other ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. As I say, that would have been the only 
reference of O’Brien contacts like that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Two short ones. At about the time that Secretary 
Shultz became the Secretary of the Treasury, do you recall a conver- 
sation with the Secretary regarding an ongoing tax investigation 
against Hughes Tool Co. which involved Mr. O’Brien? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you recall what information you had avail- 
able to you and from what source, about the nature of that investi- 
gation ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I had a sensitive case report from the IRS 
about that. 

Mr. Armstrong. At the conclusion of that investigation, did you 
have a conversation of that investigation, did you have a conversa- 
tion with Secretary Shultz, Commissioner Walters and Mr. Barth; a 
conference call from the Secretary’s office 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Not a conference call. I talked to them all on 
the phone and the Commissioner was there in his office at the 
time. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you recall for us the nature of that con- 
versation ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. He was repotting to me that the audit had 
been completed and that it had disclosed no improprieties or de- 
linquencies and as far as they were concerned the matter was 
closed. 

Mr. Armstrong. And what was your response to that ? 

Mr. Erhlichman. OK. You know, there it is. My concern was 
throughout, that the IRS down in the woodwork was delaying the 
audit until after the election and that seemed to be the case, that 
there was a stall on because when the sensitive case report came 
in, I said, “Aha, when are you going to audit him?” Well, they had 
75 well-selected reasons why they should not audit him and they 
weren’t having any of the same reasons with regard to Republicans at 
that time and I thought there was a little unevenhandedness and, I 
am talking to the Secretary now, “George, your guys are being lop- 
sided. Here is a probable cause for auditing O’Brien and it’s appar- 
ently not going forward and we can read in the paper everyday 
about audits of Republicans. Now how come?” And he said, “Well, 
I will check in on it.” He checked into it and he came back and said — 
he had a whole list of why he shouldn’t be audited right now : “His 
son is sick, he’s out of town. They can’t find the books.” And I said, 
“Are you satisfied with that?” And he said, “No.” And I said, 
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“Well, neither am I.” And I wanted them to turn up something 
and send him to jail before the election and unfortunately it didn’t 
materialize. 

Mr. Armstrong. On the occasion when Commissioner Walters was 
through with the audit and there were no improprieties, do you 
recall discussing with Commissioner Walters that either they had 
been stalling the audit— 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. 


Mr. Armstrong. You had a discussion with him too? 


Mr. Ehrlichman. You are darn right. It was my first crack at 
him. George wouldn’t let me at him. George wanted to stand be- 
tween him and his Commissioner and this was the first time it — 
I had a chance to tell the Commissioner what a crappy job he had 
done. 

Mr. Armstrong. And did you suggest that they reopen the audit at 
that time? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. They told me it was closed ; so there wasn’t 
any. 

Mr. Armstrong. So you accept it as a fate of happening ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Sure. 

Mr. Armstrong. Other than the O’Brien one, was there an y other 
information you had about the Hughes IRS investigation going on 
in Nevada at that time ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, it was a very long report and involved a 
lot of other people. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did it make any mention of Mr. Rebozo ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And do you recall if you discussed that informa- 
tion with Mr. Rebozo at anytime prior to the time when Barth 
indicated they wanted to ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. You see, when it came over, it came over with 
a note from Barth saying that, “I need to talk to you about this,” 
and so I immediately called him and he said at that time, “I need 
to have a green light on interviews with Rebozo and Don Nixon.” 
And so I said, “You know, OK, I think from my standpoint it is 
indicated I will give you the green light if you are satisfied with 
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Mr. Armstrong. And that was — go ahead, I’m sorry. 

Mr. Ehrlichman. And he said, “Well, this is a little touchy. I 
am a little concerned about how we make these arrangements be- 
cause” he said, “I don’t want to get crosswise with the White House” 
and that’s what lead to my calling Rebozo. 

Mr. Armstrong. And this was at the time that you received the 
first sensitive case report regarding Mr. O’Brien ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I believe so, yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. As it turned out there was approximately a year 
from the time Mr. O’Brien was first investigated to when Mr. Re- 
bozo was investigated. Do you recall what might have caused that 
delay at the time ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. No. 
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Mr. Armstrong. And what is your best recollection for the time 
period when you called Mr. Rebozo about the fact that the IRS 
would like to see him ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Well, I don’t have one. It would have been more 
or less contemporaneous with my receipt of that report. 

Mr. Armstrong. And it certainly would have been prior to the 
election and prior to 

Mr. Ehrlich man. Right. I would assume so. Now, the only thing 
that slows me down, is that I was getting continuous sensitive case 
reports about that Hughes investigation and it would have been con- 
temporaneous with the receipt of the one that related to Rebozo, 
whenever that was. 

Mr. Armstrong. All right. But it would have been prior to the 
time when the O’Brien audit ended ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I don’t know with relation to that, I can’t fix 
that. 

Mr. Armstrong. You can’t place that in time ? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. I can’t fix that. 

Mr. Armstrong. That’s all I have. 

Whereupon, at 3 :10 p.m., the committee proceeded to the con- 
sideration of other matters.] 



SATURDAY, MARCH 16, 1974 

U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

W ashing ton, D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m., in 
room G-334, Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Present: Terry Lenzner, assistant chief counsel; Marc Lackritz, 
assistant counsel; Emily Sheketoff, research assistant. 

Mr. Lackritz. This is an executive session, which is the continua- 
tion of Mr. Jack Caulfield’s testimony before the Senate Select 
Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities. 

If there are no objections from counsel, we will continue the ex- 
ecutive session this morning in the absence of a Senator. 

Mr. Sears. There are no objections. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, just for the record, again this morn- 
mg, 1 would like to briefly go back over how you were hired by 
Mr. Ehrlichman in the White House in 1969, if you could, please. 

TESTIMONY OF JOHN J. CAULFIELD, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN P. 

SEARS, COUNSEL 

Mr. Caulfield. You have that in the 26 -page statement. 

Mr. Sears. Let’s go off the record a second. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Back on the record. 

I will repeat the question: You were hired, as I understand it, 
by Mr. Ehrlichman in the spring of 1969? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, shortly after you were hired, did there come 
a time when Mr. Ehrlichman called you in his office and requested 
you to place a national security wiretap? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. On whom was this national security wiretap to be 
placed, Mr. Caulfield? 

Mr. Caulfield. On Mr. Joseph Kraft. 

Mr. Lackritz. And did Mr. Ehrlichman give you any explana- 
tion why he wanted you to arrange for a wiretap, rather than going 
through the standard agency of the Federal Government? 

Mr. Caulfield. He indicated this was the way it had to be done; 
he didn’t go into any heavy specifics, but he indicated it was a na- 
tional security matter of top priority. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he explain to you why he couldn’t go through 
the agency? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, he indicated — I had suggested to him this 
would properly belong in the purview of the Federal Bureau of 
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Investigation, and he indicated that the FBI was a “sieve”, and the 
matter would have to be handled in the manner he was suggesting — 
in the manner he was directing. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he give you any indication of the source for the 
national concern? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have trouble recalling exactly what the specifics 
were ; the only thing I recall is that he made a reference to Cambodia. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall what the reference to Cambodia was? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I do not; but I do specifically recall he men- 
tioned the national security matter had to do with the Cambodian 
situation. He did not ever explain those specifics to me. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. When was this meeting in Mr. Ehrlich- 
man’s office, to the best of your recollection? 

Mr. Caulfield. The best I recall, it was in June of 1969. 

Mr. Lackritz. And did you agree to follow Mr. Ehrlichman’s 
direction and implement a national security wiretap? 

Mr. Caulfield. I agreed to evaluate the directive — see if it could 
be done. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, sir. Could you explain what you did 
after you left Mr. Ehrlichman’s office? 

Mr. Caulfield. I contacted Mr. John Kagan subsequent to the 
meeting and advised him of the directive. And I requested that he 
and I confer with the view toward seeing that the wiretap would 
be implemented. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, who was Mr. John Ragan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Ragan was the chief of security at the Re- 
publican National Committee. 

Mr. Lackritz. And had you known Mr. Ragan from before? 

Mr. Caulfield. I had known him since 1968 — the campaign. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ragan have the capability of implement- 
ing wiretaps? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, Mr. Ragan was a former employee of the 
FBI, and was knowledgeable in the area of wiretapping during his 
tenure at the FBI. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. Do you know how long he had been in the 
FBI? 

Mr. Caulfield. I know he retired from the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. I have no idea how long a tenure that was. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ragan have any wiretapping capability 
that was used in the 1968 campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; Mr. Ragan’s function in the 1968 campaign 
was the countermeasure security expert. In other words, his role 
would have been to insure the integrity of the communications sys- 
tem of the traveling campaign staff. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you mean by that explanation that he had a 
defensive sweeping capability? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is one way of putting it, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. What was Mr. Ragan’s reaction when you con- 
tacted him about this project for Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. I am sure he would have preferred that it be 
handled through the Federal Bureau of Investigation, but I im- 
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pressed upon him, as it was impressed upon me, that it was a matter 
of high national security priority. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ehrlichman indicate to you that his in- 
structions had come from the President? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not that I can specifically recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you assume that his instructions had come 
from the President? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is a tough question, and I can’t say one way 
or the other. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, I take it you did not assume that 
Mr. Ehrlichman had authority to order national security wiretaps 
himself. 

Mr. Caulfield. Say that again? 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you assume that Mr. Ehrlichman did have the 
authority to order national security wiretaps ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, you are talking now about June of 1969, 
and frankly, I’m not so sure — I was not so sure at that time exactly 
how the Federal system worked in terms of implementing national 
security wiretaps. I know now. But at that time I would be hard 
put to make a determination on the spot as to whether or not Mr. 
Ehrlichman could, in his capacity as, I think, then counsel to the 
President, authorize a wiretap. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. So, at the time Mr. Ehrlichman requested 
you to implement this wiretap you did not have a clear understand- 
ing of the national security wiretap procedures. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. So then you must have assumed that Mr. Ehrlich- 
man, or somebody Mr. Ehrlichman had talked to, had authority to 
authorize national security wiretaps. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s an assumption, but I am not so sure that 
I made it on the spot when I was directed to institute the wiretap. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. 

Mr. Sears. I think it is fair to say that he assumed there was 
authority residing somewhere, who authorized this. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Did Mr. Eagan come down to Washing- 
ton to meet with you subsequent to that 

Mr. Caulfield. Subsequent to the directive, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Had you ever used Mr. Eagan prior to this time 
to implement any wiretaps of any kind? 

Mr. Caulfield. Never. 

Mr. Lackritz. Have you used Mr. Eagan since that time to imple- 
ment wiretaps of any kind? 

Mr. Caulfield. Never. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, what did you and Eagan do when he 
came to Washington? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, we went out and took a look at the residence 
of Mr. Kraft with a view toward ascertaining whether or not such a 
wiretap could be instituted in a discreet manner. 

Mr. Lackritz. And how did you try to ascertain that ; did you 
physically observe the premises— walk around? 

Mr. Caulfield. Physically observed the premises and respected 
the judgment of Mr. Eagan who had, as I indicated, previously been 
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eng a ged in that type of work while at the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Did you reach any conclusions as to how 
the wiretap could be implemented on Mr. Kraft’s home? 

Mr. Caulfield. I do recall going back and speaking with Mr. 
Ehrlichman and indicating that it was a very difficult type of wire- 
tap to install because of the neighborhood in which Mr. Kraft’s 
house was located in Georgetown. 

Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Would you read back the last response? 

Record read.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you say anything to Mr. Ehrlichman about 
the difficulty of implementing the tap? 

Mr. Caulfield. I did. 

Mr. Lackritz. What was his reaction? 

Mr. Caulfield. He said it would have to be done, in substance. 

Mr. Lackritz. So, he directed you to go ahead and carry out the 
tap. Was there any discussion with Mr. Ragan about the need for 
getting the parent cable numbers of the telephone lines? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ragan request you to obtain that informa- 
tion for him? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t specifically recall whether he requested, or 
we both came to an agreement, a consensus agreement that that 
would be necessary for him to proceed, if he were to proceed. At 
that time there was no hard judgment made that we were going to 
go ahead and do it. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. But after you spoke with Mr. Ehrlichman, 
I take it he directed you to go ahead and implement the project. 

Mr. Caulfield. He indicated he wanted it done, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you then secure the information of the pairs 
and cable numbers for Mr. Ragan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, I was able to do that. 

Mr. Lackritz. And how were you able to do that? 

Mr. Caulfield. I contacted a personal friend of mine; and I 
prefer not to mention his name. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, I think for the purposes of the record we 
would like to identify the individual. I believe that individual was 
in the Secret Service; is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, that may well be, but at this hearing I 
prefer not to mention his name. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, let me put it this way : This record is at the 
present not for public release ; the committee at some later time may 
wish to vote to release the testimony given here this morning. If in 
fact the committee decides to release the testimony you will have the 
opportunity of deleting information that you feel is not appropriate 
to be released to the public. 

But at this time it is appropriate to have you state for the record 
the individual from whom you received 

Mr. Caulfield. I can’t do that. I have had trouble with this par- 


ticular area in other forums, and I steadfastly maintained that I 
don’t think that’s important because the individual who provided 
the information was totally unaware of the reasons for the wiretap. 

It was done as a favor to me. It is a person of lifelong friendship 
and I will not have his name dragged into this. He was totally un- 
aware of just what the specifics of this matter were. 

Mr. Sears. Can we go off the record? 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me say one thing on the record before we do 
that. The significance as we see it is not whether he knew, or didn’t 
know, what the purpose of that information was; but the question 
of why he would give you, as a member of another agency, that kind 
of information. That seems to me to be entirely appropriate for this 
committee to haye some legislative review on. 

Mr. Sears. Now let’s go off the record. 

'Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lekzker. Back on the record. 

The discussion off the record related to the need on Mr. Caulfield’s 
and Mr. Sears’ part to not disclose the name — how many agents are 
we talking about ? 

Mr. Caulfield. One agent. 

Mr. Lenzker. One agent who furnished this information to Mr. 
Caulfield. As I understand it, if Senator Ervin is agreeable, the name 
of that individual will be forwarded to Senator Ervin in a letter 
from Mr. Sears and Mr. Caulfield, with Senator Ervin’s discretion 
to use that information as he sees appropriate; and the letter will 
indicate that they prefer it not be disseminated widely, I assume. 

Now, for the record, was the agent who furnished you that em- 
ployed by the Secret Service? 

Mr. Caulfield. Shall I indicate it at this time? 

Mr. Sears. Yes. 

Mr. Caulfield. The answer is “Yes”. 

Mr. Lackritz. Eight. Did you explain to this individual from the 
Secret Service that that was a matter of national security ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Let’s go off the record here. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Air. Lackritz. The question was, did you explain to this individ- 
ual that this was a matter of national security that you were request- 
ing his assistance on ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you explain what specifically you were doing 
on behalf of Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I did not. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. And this individual obtained the pairs 
and cable numbers for you? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. How did he obtain them? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no idea how he did it. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he get them from a friend of his? 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m not certain whether or not that happened. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Do you recall telling Mr. Lenzner and 
myself on September 11 that this individual got the pairs and 
cable numbers from another friend of his? 
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Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Caulfield . Give me the question, again. 

Mr. Lackritz. I think the question was, did you recall telling 
Mr. Lenzner and myself on September 11, 1973, that a friend of 
this individual — a friend of this individual who is also in the Secret 
Service got the pairs and cable numbers and gave them to this 
friend, who gave them back to you; he got them from another 
friend also in the Secret Service. 

Mr. Sears. I think he recalls telling you that he thinks that’s 
what happened, but of course he has no direct knowledge of how 
this individual went about performing this task. 

Mr. Lackritz. Just to clarify that, you recall telling that to Mr. 
Lenzner and myself, but you are not now presently sure that is in 
fact how the information was obtained? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I have never been absolutely sure how the 
information was obtained. What I say — I believe that what I said 
on the 11th is the way it happened. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Was there any question raised by you or 
Mr. Ragan concerning proper credentials for the individual who 
would be installing the wiretap? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall who raised this question? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think it w T as Mr. Ragan. 

Mr. Lackritz. And what did you do in response to that concern? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall, he indicated that he would need cre- 
dentials of some type if he were to perform the wiretapping. He 
indicated that if we could obtain telephone company credentials it 
would insure the discretion of the assignment. With that in mind, I 
arranged to have Mr. Ragan supplied with a telephone company 
card, installer credentials, as I recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. Where did you get those credentials? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. John Davies of the 'White House staff was 
able to provide those credentials. 

Mr. Lackritz. How did you decide to go to Mr. Davies? Were you 
instructed by anyone to see Mr. Davies? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall, I discussed it with Mr. Ehrlichman, 
and Mr. Ehrlichman made arrangements for me to speak with Mr. 
Davies. 

Mr. Lackritz. So, Mr. Ehrlichman was aware of the difficulty in 
securing proper credentials for the individual who would be in- 
stalling the wiretap ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. What was Mr. Davies’ responsibility? What were 
his responsibilities in the White House? 

Mr. Caulfield. At the time he was the tour director on the 
White House staff. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And was it normal procedure to obtain such 
credentials from Mr. Davies — did he do that on any other 

Mr. Caulfield. No, Mr. Davies had a background in telephone 
work, as I recall ; I think he was formerly with A.T. & T. 
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Mr. Lackritz. On any other occasion, subsequent to this occasion, 
did you request identification credentials from Mr. Davies? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if Mr. Davies had any communication 
with Mr. Ehrlichman himself on this matter? 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m not sure. It is possible, but I can’t say for sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did either of the individuals indicate to you they 
had been in touch with each other ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t know that for a fact. I could assume so, 
based on the fact that Davies agreed to provide that information 
because it was a national security matter; he stated that when he 
turned the card over to me, that he was, in fact, doing that because 
it was a national security matter. And I certainly concurred because 
that was my understanding of the whole affair, also. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you tell Davies that you were assigned the task 
by Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. I must have. 

Mr. Lenzner. So, the answer is “Yes”? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. I get the impression that you had the impression 
that Davies and Ehrlichman had been in touch with each other. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s my impression; yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Any thing specific that you base that impression on ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I don’t have any specifics; but reviewing it in 
my mind, that is my assumption. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any information that Davies previously 
furnished the same kind of help to Mr. Ehrlichman or others in the 
White House? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no information about that at all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Except that Mr. Ehrlichman did suggest to you 
that Davies would get it for you; so at least he knew that Davies 
did have access to that kind of stuff. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, John Ehrlichman was as aware as I was 
that Mr. Davies had a high-level background in the American Tele- 
phone and Telegraph Co. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ehrlichman indicate to you how the indi- 
vidual who was going to install the wiretap should be paid? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no recollection how that was handled, if 
there was any payment at all on that whole matter. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you know if there was any payment at alH 
' Mr. Caulfield. My best recollection is that there wasn’t. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Did Mr. Davies get the identification 
card for you? 

Mr. Caulfield. Subsequently he did, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And then, did you turn it over to Mr. Eagan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Lackritz. And then, how did Mr. Eagan implement the wire- 
tap? 

Mr. Caulfield. Off the record a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. On the record. Would you read the last question. 

[Question read.] 
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Mr. Lackritz. Well, let me ask you this: During what period of 
time did these events occur — how long a period of time from when 
Mr. Ehrlichman requested you to implement the tap to the time of 
your obtaining the telephone installer’s card for Mr. Eagan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I have no hard way of remembering the 
specific area of time. The best I can recall it was within the area of 
2 to 3 weeks. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see, and did Mr. Kagan go ahead and implement 
the wiretap, to the best of your knowledge? 

Mr. Caulfield. At a subsequent time, after we initially discussed 
the directive Mr. Ragan came to me and indicated that he had gone 
ahead with an individual from New York, whom I do not know. He 
indicated that he had installed a device on a pole in the rear of Mr. 
Kraft’s home in Georgetown. 

Now, this was contrary to my involvement in this thing. In other 
words, what I am saying is, he went ahead and instituted — apparently 
instituted a wiretap without telling me he was going to go ahead 
and do it, along with an individual from New York. 

He turned over to me a tape which he said — he indicated they had 
some success in connection with the wiretap. 

Mr. Lackkritz. All right. Were you involved in the installation 
of this wiretap? 

Mr. Caulfield. I was not. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. So, you were not present when the actual 
device Avas placed on the telephone wires? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t know for a fact that the device was placed 
on the telephone wire; T Avas not there; I Avas not present — if one 
Avas installed. OK? 

Mr. Lackritz. Right. 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Ragan came to me and said that they — I 
don’t knoA\ r the name of the other individual — had placed a device 
on a pole at the rear of Mr. Kraft’s home ; and presented me with a 
tape, saying they had some success Avith it. 

Xoav, I have never listened to that tape; I have subsequently de- 
stroyed it. Again, I Avant to repeat that Mr. Ragan went ahead and 
did install this device, apparently, without checking with me, or 
going ahead and asking me about it before he did it. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, were you ever asked by anyone to stop the 
wiretap, or take the wiretap off? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; John Ehrlichman came to me around the same 
time as Mr. Ragan apparently installed the device and indicated in 
connection with the directive to install the device that I Avas to de- 
sist from it. 

I indicated to Mr. Ehrlichman that I hoped it hadn’t gone too far, 
knoAving that Mr. Ragan was exploring the possibility of installing 
a device — I’m trying to get the sequence in my mind. Subsequent to 
that I Avent- to Mr. Ragan and told him to desist from any further 
activity in that area. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ehrlichman indicate to you why he wanted 
a t ou to desist ? 

Mr. Caulfield. He indicated that it was going to be handled by 
the FBI. 



Mr, Lackritz. All right. Then, after Mr. Ehrliehman asked you 
to desist you went to Mr. Ragan and asked him- — - 

Mr. Caulfield. I told him to forget the whole thing, that it was 
going to be handled by the FBI. 

Mr. Lackritz. And what was his reaction? 

Mr. Caulfield. He said, “OK.” 

Mr. Lackritz. But prior to that time he had provided you with a 
tape recording from the listening device ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have trouble, deep trouble trying to recall the 
sequence of events. In fact, I have trouble recalling where he pre- 
sented me with the tape. The best I can recall it was in a hotel here, 
the Congressional Hotel; exactly when that happened I have dif- 
ficulty recalling. 

Mr. Lackritz. But in other words, it was sometime around 

Mr. Caulfield. It was sometime around the time that Ehrliehman 


was saying to drop the matter, it was going to be handled by the 
FBI. 


Mr. Lackritz. All right. As you recall Mr. Ragan met you at the 
Congressional Hotel and turned over a tape to you. 

Mr. Caulfield. I believe it was at the Congressional Hotel. The 
best I can remember I was meeting Mr. Ragan at the Congressional 
Hotel, and I think at that time he presented me with the tape. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you explain to Mr. Ehrliehman, when Mr. 
Ehrliehman came to you and asked you to desist, that in fact the tap 
had already been implemented? 

Mr. Caulfield. I never mentioned to Mr. Ehrliehman that the tap 
had been implemented. 

Mr. Lackritz. When you received the tape from Mr. Ragan, did 
you turn that over to Mr. Ehrliehman? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, he never saw the tape. 

Mr. Sears. Can we stop here just a moment so we are sure we got 
that straight on the record here ? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Back on the record. 


Mr. Caltlfield. I want to repeat that Mr. Ehrliehman never saw 
that tape ; I never listened to the tape. I indicated before that I de- 
stroyed the tape. I never listened to what was on it, if there was in 
fact anything on it. 


Mr. Lackritz. Did you have anyone transcribe the 
tape ? 


prmfp/nts of the 


Mr. Caulfield. No; I never listened to it and I never had anyone 
transcribe it. 


Mr. Lackritz. Do you know if anyone else listened to it? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. You didn’t give it to your secretary to listen to, or 
give it to someone else in your office? 

Mr. Caulfield. Nobody else. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, did Mr. Ragan describe what was on the tape 
to you ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, if you mean — I think, as I recall, he said 
there was some conversation on the tape, and it was not Mr. Kraft, 
as I recall. Now, that’s all I recall about it. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying that when Ehrlichman told you the 
FBI was going to do it, you did not know at that time that Eagan 
had already recorded some information ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Say that again. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying now when Ehrlichman told you the 
FBI was going to handle this thing, you were not aware at that time 
that Mr. Eagan had already gone ahead and put the tap on ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct, not absolutely aware. As I say, the 
time sequence of when this occurred was so close, I don’t recall 
whether or not Eagan had come to me at this particular time, or 
immediately thereafter. 

Mr. Lenzner. And how long after you got the tape did you destroy 
it ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Within a month, or two. 

Mr. Lenzner. And how did you destroy it? 

Mr. Caulfield. Put it in the burn bag in the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. And was there any reason why you didn’t listen to 
it, or wanted to know what the information was that was on it? 

Mr. Caulfield. I had no reason to believe there was anything on 
it of any significance, according to the way Eagan described it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, it strikes me strange, as I understand the 
story, Ehrlichman came to you and told you there was some urgency 
about getting this done; didn’t he say that at the beginning? 

Mr. Caulfield. At the beginning, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And he didn’t want the FBI to do it because they 
were a “sieve”. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. And suddenly, you get the tap put on and get a 
tape, and you don’t tell Ehrlichman what’s on the tape, and you 
don’t listen to the tape. 

Mr. Caulfield. When you say “sudden” — I just explained here 
that the tap was put on by Mr. Eagan, and he did not even check 
with me before he went ahead and did it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, regardless whether he did, or didn’t, when 
you learned he had a tape you didn’t take that to Mr. Ehrlichman, 
nor did you 

Mr. Caulfield. I never told Mr. Ehrlichman we had a tape, 
never. 

Mr. Lenzner. Why was that? 

Mr. Caulfield. When he told me to desist, I was very happy that 
the whole matter was over. As I indicated initially, I felt this was a 
matter that should have been handled by the FBI, and so indicated 
to him in strong, no uncertain terms. It was presented to me as a 
high national security matter that had to be done in this way; this 
is the way he wanted to have it done. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he indicate to you under whose instructions he 
was— — 

Mr. Caulfield. He did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. He did not indicate to you that he discussed this 
with the President? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. At any time? 
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Mr. Caulfield. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Lekzxer. Did he indicate to you at any time why Mr. Kraft 
was going to be the target of this ? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I indicated to Marc, I have difficulty remem- 
bering specifically what he said; but I do recall that it had to do 
with Cambodia. 


Mr. Lenzner. Did it relate, to your recollection, to the trip that 
Mr. Kraft was taking, or was about to take? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. I learned subsequently that Mr. Kraft was in 
France, but I had no way of knowing that at the time. 

Mr. Lenzner. You learned it from the news media? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if Mr. Eagan ever put on any other 
taps ? 

Mr. Caulfield. T have had no other business with wiretapping 
with Mr. Kagan. I don’t know what he has done, other than this. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did anybody else at the White House ever ask you 
to do something of similar nature at any other time ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 


Mr. Lackritz. All right, to the best of your recollection you paid 
Mr. Eagan no money at all for his efforts? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall paying Mr. Eagan any money in 
connection with this. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Eagan pay you any money in connection 
with this? 


Mr. Caulfield. Pay me any money ? 
Mr. Lackritz. Yes. 


Mr. Caulfield. Why would Eagan pay me any money ? 

Mr. Lackritz. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you furnish equipment to Mr. Eagan for this? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not other than the card we discussed. 

Mr. Sears. Can we break for a few minutes while I go over some 
things, to speed this up ? 

Mr. Lenzker. Sure. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Sears. For the record, I think it would be a good idea, since 
we have gone through various chronological points here with the 
questions that have been asked, if Jack could just in a narrative, 
perhaps, state his recollection of the sequence of the events that 
transpired in regard to the Kraft wiretap. 

Mr. Lackritz. That’s fine. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, we started with June 1969 when Mr. 
Ehrlichman called me in and indicated he wanted to — in a high 
national security priority matter — he wanted to have a wiretap in- 
stalled on the home telephone of Joseph Kraft. 

I immediately indicated to him that I felt, since it was a national 
security matter, that it would properly be within the purview of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. He indicated that the FBI was a 
sieve, and that he wanted the matter handled in this fashion; he 
also indicated at that time — and I don’t recall the specifics the mat- 
ter related to — the Cambodian situation, which at that time was of 
deep concern in the country. 
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I subsequently contacted Mr. Jack Ragan of the Republican 
National Committee and indicated to him that I had this directive 
from Mr. Ehrlichman, it was a high priority national security 
matter, and they wanted a wiretap installed at Mr. Kraft’s resi- 
dence. Mr. Ragan and I went out and took a look at Mr. Kraft’s 
residence, and we both came to a consensus agreement that it was a 
very difficult matter to handle, Mr. Kraft lived in a very prestigious 
area of Georgetown. I went back and spoke to Mr. Ehrlichman and 
reported that back to him. 

He indicated that it had to be done, and I was to attempt to pro- 
ceed to have the wiretap installed. I so directed Mr. Ragan to attempt 
to see what he could do with respect to the wiretap. I learned sub- 
sequently that Mr. Ragan went out and, with an individual from 
New York whom I don’t know, apparently installed some sort of a 
device on the rear pole of Mr. Kraft’s residence. Just about that time 
Mr. Ehrlichman called me in and said I was to desist in the matter, 
they had decided — he didn’t indicate who — that it had been decided 
that the FBI was going to take care of the matter. 

I went back to Mr. Ragan and we met at the Congressional Hotel, 
and I told him that I had been directed that we should no longer be 
involved in the matter. He said he and another gentleman, whom he 
did not identify, had had some success with the wiretap, and 
presented me with a tape which allegedly contained some conversa- 
tion. 

He, as I recall, indicated that Mr. Kraft was not on the wiretap, 
his voice was not on the wiretap, there was some conversation. As 
I recall it might have been a maid. 

I took the tape back to my office and ran out part of the reel, 
approximately 30, 40, 50 feet, and destroyed that. Kept the tape in 
my office for about a month or 2, and subsequently destroyed both 
the remainder of the reel and the reel itself ; put it in the burn bag 
in the White House. 

Mr. Sears. That’s about it. 

Mr. CatjltteIiD. I did not, at any time, ever indicate to Mr. Ehrlich- 
man there had been a tape in connection with his directive. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you say you ran it out, Mr. Caulfield, what 
does that mean when you say you “ran” the tape out ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I took the tape, unwound part of the tape, I esti- 
mate maybe 40, 50 feet, and destroyed that shortly after it was given 
to me; within a day or 2. I kept the reel and the tape in my office 
and within a month or 2 thereafter decided to put the reel and the 
remainder of the tape as Avell into the burn bag. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, why did you destroy that 40, or 50 feet of it 
initially ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, Mr. Ragan indicated to me that there was a 
short conversation on the tape that he had given to me; I never 
listened to it. I estimated, just a calculated guess as to how much it 
would be, a minute or two, and destroyed that part of it. And then, 
subsequently, I put the reel and the remainder of the tape also in 
the burn bag of the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you able to tell from looking at the tape, the 
face of the tape where it was recorded on, and where it wasn’t 
recorded on? 


Mr. Caulfield. No, I was not able to tell. 

Mr. Lenzxer. You were guessing? 

Mr. Caulfield. I was guessing, based upon his statement to me 
that there was a short conversation on the reel. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you listen to the remaining portion of the reel 
to determine whether or not you had, in fact, destroyed the entire 
conversation ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I never at any time listened to the tape. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, have you been responsible for getting 
Mr. Ragan employed with the Republican National Committee, fol- 
lowing the 1968 campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And what were Mr. Ragan’s responsibilities with 
the Republican National Committee? 

Mr. Caulfield. His function was to be the chief of security at the 
Republican National Committee offices in Washington. 

Mr. Lackritz. How long did he remain in this position ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Up to sometime in early 1972. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, did you and Mr. Ragan and Mr. Ulase- 
wicz meet secretly during the early part of the administration ? 

Mr. Caulfield. We met from time to time. Mr. Ragan and I had 
lunch frequently in Washington whenever, as part of his duties, he 
would come down from New York for a day or 2 each week. And 
on frequent occasions we would have luncheon together in Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. 

Mr. Caulfield. And on an occasion or two Mr. Ulasewicz, Mr. 
Ragan and myself had lunch together. 

Mr. Lackritz. I believe credit records of Mr. Ragan indicate a 
number of lunches in 1969-70 ; what were these lunches about ? 

Mr. Caulfield. They were just social lunches. Mr. Ragan was a 
friend of mine, and as I say, frequently when he was in town a day 
or 2 we would have luncheon during the period that you mentioned. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ragan have any plans, or any desire to use 
Mr. Ulasewicz in an investigative capacity, as you recall? 

Mr. Caulfield. There were conversations on one, or two occasions 
about Mr. Ulasewicz possibly doing some security work in connection 
with Mr. Ragan ; Mr. Ragan being in the security business, and Mr. 
Ulasewicz being a licensed private detective. I don’t think anything 
of any substance evolved from these conversations. 

Mr. Lackritz. Right, Mr. Ragan’s business was in the security 
business. Do you have any knowledge of other jobs that Mr. Ragan 
was asked to do for any other corporations, or any other individuals? 

Mr. Caulfield. I know Mr. Ragan traveled extensively in connec- 
tion with his work. His prime area of employment, if you put it that 
way, was countermeasure expert for a number of major corporations ; 
and I know that he traveled extensively. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do vou know if Mr. 

A.T. & T. ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I didn’t know at the time, I found out subsequent 
to that. I know that he traveled overseas on numerous assignments. 
Mr. Ragan was very careful about this particular area, what he was 
doing overseas ; and the only thing I recall, one time he went to Chile. 
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Mr. Laokritz. Do you have any idea when that was, when he 
traveled to Chile ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I haven’t got anv idea. 

Mr. Laokritz. Do you have any knowledge of the purpose of his 
trip there? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, but I assumed it had to do with his counter- 
measures expertise. 

Mr. Laokritz. When you say “countermeasure expertise,” do you 
mean defensive sweeping capability ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Laokritz. All right. Did you ever purchase any equipment for 
Mr. Kagan, any electronic equipment for Mr. Ragan? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Laokritz. Now, I take it when we talked to you on September 
11, 1973, we were making an effort to determine the purposes of some 
checks that Mr. Ragan had written to you. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Laokritz. It is our understanding, Mr. Caulfield, that you are 
still attempting to refresh your recollection as to the purpose of 
those checks. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Laokritz. OK. I take it, then, at the time when you are able 
to determine the purpose of those checks, we will get into that matter. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Laokritz. OK, just for the record, I would like to note that 
there are, I believe, approximately eight checks totaling roughly 
$800 ; does that give you any help in trying to refresh your recollec- 
tion ? 

Mr. Caulfield. If I can recall specifically what areas they dealt 
with, I will come back and be happy to notify the committee. 

Mr. Laokritz. Fine. Now, did you in the White House, in your 
responsibility, have any responsibilities for overseeing, keeping tabs 
on the activities of the President’s brother, Mr. F. Donald Nixon ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I would like to explain my area of involve- 
ment with respect to Donald Nixon. Sometime in 1969, I believe it 
was October of 1969, it came to my attention that Mr. Donald Nixon 
had visited the Dominican Republic with three other gentlemen; 
they were the guests of the President of the Dominican Republic, 
Balaguer. There were newspaper accounts of that visit in a Domin- 
ican newspaper, which I forwarded to Mr. Ehrlichman for his 
information. 

Approximately a year later, and I have difficulty remembering 
the date, Mr. Ehrlichman contacted me and indicated to me that he 
wanted me to monitor a project which involved the TJ.S. Secret 
Service, the idea being that a wiretap was being placed on the tele- 
phone of Mr. Donald Nixon by the Secret Service with the view of 
ascertaining whether or not persons of unsavory character might be 
attempting to embarrass the President through his brother Donald. 

My direction from Mr. Ehrlichman was to monitor the results of 
the Secret Service wiretap and report back to him any information 
of substantive nature which might indicate that the President’s 
brother was being embarrassed, or attempts were being made to use 
Mr. Donald Nixon to embarrass the the President of the United States. 


I did in fact confer with the Secret Service on this matter, and 
they reported to me verbally the results of the wiretap that was 
installed out in Newport Beach, and I reported back the general 
substance of the results of the wiretap. 

After approximately 3 weeks the Secret Service people indicated 
there was nothing of any substance coming across the wiretap, and 
made a suggestion to me, which I concurred with, that the wiretap 
should be terminated. I so advised Mr. Ehrlichman, and he agreed it 
should be terminated. As I recall, the time frame was approximately 
a 3-week period. That would make it sometime in 1970, and I, for 
the life of me, can’t remember the dates. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, going back to the first information 
from which you learned of Mr. Nixon’s trip to the Dominican 
Republic, how did you come across this information initially ? 

Mr. Caulfield. From Mr. Juliano, James Juliano, who was a sugar 
lobbyist for the Dominican Republic, brought it to my attention. 
There had been an article in the Dominican newspapers mentioning 
that Donald Nixon had visited the Dominican Republic. I asked him 
if he could get me copies of the newspaper carrying that story, he 
did ; and I transmitted them to Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you know that Mr. Ehrlichman at that time had 
responsibilities for overseeing Mr. Donald Nixon’s activities? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I knew that was the way to get it possibly 
to the attention of the President, and I gave it to Mr. Ehrlichman 
with that in mind. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, prior to that, did Mr. Ehrlichman ask you to 
keep track of any information that you could learn about 

Mr. Caulfield. Prior to that I had no involvement with the Presi- 
dent’s brother, or keeping track of the President’s brother, anything 
of that nature. This was just a piece of intelligence information that 
I felt belonged with Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. Do you have any recollection of any of the 
individuals who accompanied Mr. Nixon on the trip to the Dominican 
Republic? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall, there were three people, I think one 
of them was Mr. Meier 

Mr. Lackritz. Is this John Meier? 

Mr. Caulfield. I believe John Meier and another gentleman from 
the Democratic National Committee — formerly of the Democratic 
National Committee. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Napolitan? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, Joseph Neapolitan; and there was another 
gentleman and I can’t remember 

Mr. Lexzner. Tony Hatsis, does that ring a bell? 

Mr. Caulfield. It rings a bell, I can’t say for sure. I remember 
Mr. Meier and Mr. Napolitan. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you become aware at some time that Mr. Ehr- 
lichman had responsibilities to supervise F. Donald Nixon’s financial 
activities ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I had no knowledge of Mr. Ehrlichman’s 
supervising his financial activities. I knew if there were to be any 
problems arising out of Mr. Donald Nixon’s associates, Mr. Ehrlich- 
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man would have been the one to transmit it to ; but I had no specific 
information about Mr. Ehrlichman being charged with supervision 
of his financial situation. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you get any reaction to the initial memo from 
Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. Other than interest, no. I mean, I am trying to 
recall; I remember transmitting it as a memo, and I don’t recall if 
I had a conversation. I probably called him up and indicated that I 
had this, and I would send it over. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he indicate that he had already received this 
information with regard to this trip, and discuss that information 
with you ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know what stimulated Mr. Ehrlichman ’s 
desire to have this project begun on Mr. Nixon’s phone? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, that has always been a mystery to me, exactly 
why at that particular time. I can’t recall the date, the best I can do 
is put it a year after the transmittal of the newspaper accounts. But 
what precipitated it, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was the tap placed on his home phone in Newport 
Beach? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s what I was led to believe. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever see the log of the surveillance? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t believe I have ever seen the logs. What was 
shown to me by the Secret Service was some photographs of Mr. 
Donald Nixon at an airport. 

Mr. Lenzner. Orange County Airport ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That rings a bell. Getting on a plane, or meeting 
some people at a plane. I do recall it was out in California, I didn’t 
recall it was Orange County. And there was a question as to who 
these people were in the photograph. There was Mr. Nixon and some 
other people, and I just don’t recall who they were, very frankly. 

Mr. Sears. But you did not see the logs of the wiretaps. 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I didn’t see the logs of the wiretaps. The 
assignment indicated that I would report to Ehrlichman anything of 
substance that was to come over the wiretaps. I had conversations 
.with members of the Secret Service, and they would indicate to 
me what the substance of those conversations was. As I previously 
indicated, there was nothing of any substance that would have 
justified a continuation of the wiretap. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was physical surveillance conducted of Mr. Donald 
Nixon? 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall that there was some physical surveillance 
by the Secret Service. What it entailed, and how it was done, I do 
not know. But, I do recall some physical surveillance in the vicinity 
of the residence. 

Mr. Sears. I think it is fair to say that Mr. Caulfield assumed 
there was because of the fact he saw pictures and you would have to 
have physical surveillance to be able to take pictures. I don’t know 
that he knows of his own knowledge just what kind of surveillance 
was going on ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would say that is substantially correct. 
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Mr. Lexzner. Well, did you receive information with regard to 
meetings Mr. Donald Nixon was having that didn’t come off the wire ? 

Mr. Caulfield. If I did, I don’t remember at this time. I recall one 
picture at the airport in California, I believe, of Donald Nixoil with 
two, or three, individuals in the vicinity of a plane; that is all I 
remember about it. 

Mr. Lexzner. And was that picture taken by a Secret Service 
agent, do you know ? 

Mr. Caulfield. T assume it was. 

Mr. Lexzner. And it appeared in nature to be a surveillance 
photograph ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Again, I would have to assume. 

Mr. Lexzner. You were not advised, or were you advised; or don’t 
you recall whether it was a surreptitious photograph? 

Mr. Caulfield. Just how the hell — I don’t recall just exactly how 
it was presented. I remember being shown the photograph that was 
in a file having to do with Donald Nixon; and I assume it would 
have been a surreptitious photograph. 

Mr. Lenzxer. And was any effort made to identify the other 
individuals ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, the Secret Service was attempting to identify 
them ; and if they knew who they were and told me, I don’t recall 
who the persons were at this time. 

Mr. Lexzner. Well, were you asked to make any effort to help 
identify them ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I may have expressed an interest in who they 
were, yes. 

Mr. Sears. The question was, were you asked ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Was I asked to identify them by whom? 

Mr. Lexzner. The Secret Service. 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I was not asked to identify them by the 
Secret Service. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did you make any effort to show that photograph 
to anybody else? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzner. To Mr. Ehrlichman — it was not transmitted to Mr. 
Ehrlichman ? 

Mr. Caulfield. If it was, it wasn’t by me. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did you later learn that Mr. Johnny Meier and Tony 
Hatsis were among the individuals at the airport? 

Mr. Caulfield. See, I got a problem in this context, I associate 
Johnny Meier with the newspaper articles. Tony Hatsis’ name rings 
a bell, but I don’t tie it in to the photograph. My recollection would 
be that they would have been tied in with the visit to the Dominican 
Kepublic. Now, whether they were the individuals in the photograph, 
I cannot say here today. 

Mr. Lexzner. Do you have any recollection of Mr. Ehrlichman 
having an FBI check run on Mr. Hatsis ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; I do not. 

Mr. Lexzner. Was Mr. F. Donald Nixon aware of the physical, or 
electronic surveillance, to your knowledge ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no way of knowing that. Mr. Ehrlichman 
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didn’t go into the specifics of what he considered to be the overriding 
interest in Donald Nixon, and I didn’t inquire because I did not feel 
that was my area. My function was to keep Mr. Ehrlichman apprised 
of anything that appeared to be of substantive nature with regard to 
unsavory people connected — that might be connected with Donald 
Nixon. 

Mr. Lenzner. How could you have identified them as unsavory 
characters ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would have hoped the Secret Service might pro- 
vide me with that information. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did they ever give you names of individuals they 
checked out and found to be unsavory ? 

Mr. Caulfield. They gave me the name of an individual, and I 
testified I tried to recall the name. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember whether the files were maintained 
by the Secret Service, or the White House ? 

Mr. Caulfield. They were Secret Service files. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you report verbally, or in writing to Mr. Ehr- 
lichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. Verballv. 

%/ 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you know whether a file was maintained in 
the White House on Donald Nixon ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no way of knowing that ; I didn’t maintain 
a file. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know whether Rose Mary Woods maintained 
a file, or had any responsibility for F. Donald Nixon? 

Mr. Caulfield. No knowledge at all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you, yourself, have a file on F. Donald Nixon 
in your office ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not a file as such; I might have had a memo or 
two that I could have sent to Mr. Ehrlichman. But as to a file, I 
wouldn’t classify it as a file. Probably the memos you have there. 

Mr. Lackritz. Who were the individuals in the Secret Service that 
you were dealing with on this question of the surveillance of Mr. 
Nixon? 

Mr. Caulfield. Off the record a moment. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Caulfield. Again I have the same problems, not as great as 
we discussed earlier with the Joseph Kraft matter. Could we do this, 
could we handle the names of these individuals in the same manner ? 

Mr. Lenzner. I have no objection to that, we will pursue that same 
course of action. 

Mr. Caulfield. You can appreciate ,my concern in those areas. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me ask you this : Were you aware, at the time it 
was happening, of the meeting at the airport between F. Donald 
Nixon and the other individuals? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; I was not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you later learn that the people in the White 
House were aware of it, and made an effort to determine who was 
meeting with Mr. Nixon ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m just trying to think and recall — I would say 
no, for the simple reason that there were probably conversations 


going on about this matter which I was not privy to. I want to repeat, 
my function was just to transmit whatever information was given to 
me by the Secret Service. 

Now, I chert recall ever having any conversation with Mr. 
Ehrlichman as to who the people were. It is quite possible there was 
an ongoing effort to identify them, but I didn’t have any specific 
connection with that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know whether Mr. Rebozo was consulted 
with regard to Mr. Meier and his relationship with F. Donald 
Nixon ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, my position in the White House would not 
have gotten me into that area, and it would not have been brought 
to my attention. 

Mr. Lenzner. When Mr. Ehrlichman discussed that with you, did 
he indicate that he had also discussed the surveillance of his brother 
with the President? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, he did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you the person, then, that requested the sur- 
veillance from the Secret Service? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I don’t recall requesting — the reason I am 
hesitating, I am trying to recall whether or not John Ehrlichman 
indicated he wanted a surveillance conducted, and I can’t recall. 

Mr. Sears. Would it be fair to say the extent of your knowledge is 
that you were told to speak with the members of the Secret Service 
and monitor what they were doing ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Sears. That is the framework you learned about it, carrying 
out the orders. 

Mr. Caulfield. That is what I recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you have no information as to who requested 
the Secret Service to conduct the surveillance ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. And so you understand why I am replying 
this way, I am trying to reconstruct this whole area, which I, again, 
cannot put in a solid time frame. My impression was, when I came 
into the picture, that there were conversations between the Secret 
Service and Mr. Ehrlichman; and my role and function was to 
monitor what had been established, and I so did. Now, as to whether 
I became involved in the request of initiating the surveillance, I 
** have no recollection of it at this time. 

Mr. Sears. You don’t recall requesting the surveillance? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I do not. My recollection is that it was already 
established, from conversations, and I was not a part of that; that 
is my impression. I picked it up and became the medium for the 
transmittal of whatever had been established. 

Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lenzner. Back on the record. Let me ask you, did you ever at 
any time discuss physical or electronic surveiliance of F. Donald 
Nixon with Pat Boggs? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have trouble recalling that. I tried to recall, as I 
indicated with my attorney here, whether Mr. Pat Boggs was ever at 
any meetings in my office in connection with the Donald Nixon 


9706 


matter. I recall other gentlemen being there, and we have agreed that 
that would be handled through letters with Senator Ervin. As to 
whether or not Mr. Boggs was present at that meeting, I do not 
recall. So, my answer is that I just don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. That suggests that he was not chief liaison on that 
project. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you at any time discuss with Pat Boggs 
the physical, or electronic surveillance of anybody ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. That’s a broad question, are you looking for 
anything specific ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, it’s a broad question. 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Sears. Not to your recollection. 

Mr. Caulfield. I would like you to repeat the question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you at any time discuss with Pat Boggs 
the physical and/or electronic surveillance of any specific individual? 
I’m not talking about general discussions on how to surveille people, 
but specific discussions of surveillance of specific individuals. 

Mr. Caulfield. Now, the reason I am thinking about this, some of 
my functions at the "White House had to do with law-enforcement 
nature. I got involved in many areas of law enforcement with the 
Secret Service, administratively, in connection with the executive 
protective service; and it is possible that on occasion I might have 
discussed an ongoing case of importance that the Secret Service 
might be working on. So, I qualify the answer that way. I had a lot 
of ongoing activities with Mr. Pat Boggs over the 3 years that I was 
at the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I am talking aside from legitimate investiga- 
tive efforts. I am talking about surveillance of political figures; 
surveillance of F. Donald Nixon; surveillance of Joseph Kraft, 
surveillance of that nature. 

Mr. Caulfield. I never discussed the surveillance of Joseph Kraft 
with anyone other than Mr. Ehrlichman at the White House. Mr. 
Boggs and I had quite a bit of contact on the demonstrations and the 
antiwar groups in the vicinity of the White House; but as far as 
political figures, the answer would be “no.” 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, in regard with the demonstrations, did you 
have discussions about physical or electronic surveillance with regard 
to people involved in demonstrations? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, by that I mean I was the liaison at one time 
for the White House. At one time most of my time in the White 
House was in connection with antiwar activities. When you mention 
Secret Service, that would have to do with the security at the "White 
House complex. I would be designated White House staff member to 
be present at the command post at the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. I understand that. My question was, did you ever 
discuss with Boggs the physical or electronic surveillance of, say, 
leaders of demonstrations? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. I have a few questions about the purpose of this 
project that the Secret Service was implementing. As I understand, 
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Mr. Caulfield, the Secret Service had placed this electronic surveil- 
lance on Mr. Nixon’s home phone to determine if there were any 
individuals who might be in contact with Mr. Nixon, who might 
subsequently be an embarrassment to the President; is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is the sum and substance, as I understood it, 
ves. 

Mr. Lackritz. And that was the primary substance of the surveil- 
lance, as you understood it. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. Now, I want to qualify that this way: As I 
indicated earlier, I was not privy to any decisionmaking which would 
have precipitated this ongoing interest in Donald Nixon. I took 
particular note of the fact that there might have well been a number 
of things happening with respect to Donald Nixon that properly did 
not belong in my area, or that I should have knowledge of. I 
accepted that and performed my role as I was directed by Mr. 
Ehrlichman. 

Now, it may well be that there were all kinds of things going on, 
and I have no knowledge of them. 

Mr. Lackritz. Sure, but I am limiting my question now to your 
assignment. Your assignment was to insure there were no unsavory 
characters who attempted to use Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Caulfield. My function was to forward to Mr. Ehrlichman the 
results of this wiretap that was being conducted out there in Cali- 
fornia, see, if there was any information that would be indicating 
that persons of unsavory nature were involved with Donald Nixon; 
that was the substance of the assignment. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, were you aware of any other wire- 
taps that were placed, of similar nature, during your tenure at the 
White House? 

Mr. Caulfield. In the context with political figures ? 

Mr. Lackritz. Or relative to the President. 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I was not. 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you aware of any other physical surveillance 
that was implemented on relatives of the President, or other indi- 
viduals that were close to the President’s family ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you aware of physical surveillance imple- 
mented by the Secret Service of an individual named Michael Gill? 

Mr. Caulfield. I know the name Michael Gill, and I know he is a 
relative of Mrs. Eisenhower. I know of no surveillance, or any 
activity in connection with him. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Ehrlichman ever ask you to participate or 
oversee, or keep tabs on a project concerning Mr. Gill? 

Mr. Caulfield. The only thing about Mr. Gill that I can recall, 
early after arriving at the White House there was information that 
he might have been associated with some people from Zambia. I 
recall either sending a memo to Mr. Ehrlichman, or speaking with 
him about the associations with Mr. Michael Gill. Mr. Michael Gill 
was considered to be a potential source of embarrassment to the 
White House. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Ehrlichman direct you to follow up on this 
memorandum that you sent to him, concerning Michael Gill ? 
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Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall specifically. I do recall — associate 
the name Michael Gill with an association with some people from 
Zambia, and that is all I recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you direct Mr. Ulasewicz to conduct an investi- 
gation of Mr. Gill, to the best of your recollection? 

Mr. Caulfield. To the best of my recollection, no; but I want to 
qualify it by saying that if Mr. Ehrlichman asked me to conduct an 
inquiry with respect to Michael Gill in Zambia, that it’s quite pos- 
sible, but I have no specific recollection. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, were there other efforts to investigate any of 
Mr. Donald Nixon’s financial transactions, to your knowledge? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no specific recollection at the moment. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever request from the Security and Ex- 
change Commission information with regard to companies that Mr. 
Nixon was dealing with? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no recollection of that at all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Does the name Hallamore Homes mean anything to 
you ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No other than what I read in the papers. 

Mr. Lenzner. You never did any investigation of Hallamore 
Homes ? 

Mr. Sears. Not that you recall. 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall reading about Hallamore Homes in the 
paper, regarding Donald Nixon; but I have no specific recollection 
of conducting an investigation. 

Mr. Lenzner. Or seeking any information for Mr. Ehrlichman, or 
others on Hallamore Homes? 

Mr. Caulfield. I want to be very careful because when I saw that 
article in the paper about Hallamore Homes a bell rang; and if I 
did conduct an investigation it would have been a pro forma-type 
thing. I want to be careful if there is a memorandum laying around 
indicating that I had something to do with Hallamore Homes. It is 
possible, but I have no recollection about it at this time. 

Mr. Lenzner. How about Separation and Recovery Systems, Inc. ? 

Mr. Caulfield. It means nothing to me at the moment. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, now we can turn to some of the substan- 
tive investigations you were asked to conduct during your period of 
employment at the White House. 

Do you recall when you were first asked to investigate the back- 
ground and/or activities of Mr. Larry O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. I got a vague recollection of making some inquiries 
of people with respect to Larry O’Brien, but as to specifics 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall who asked you to make the inquiries? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I don’t recall who, but it’s quite possible that 
Mr. O’Brien obviously, as a member of the opposition party — it’s 
quite possible there was some intelligence information provided to 
members of the staff. I do recall specifically one instance when — I 
remember asking Mr. Ulasewicz to conduct an inquiry about him. 
I’m pretty sure it’s probably on paper somewhere. I don’t remember 
what the specifics were, I’ll have to have my memory refreshed. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, at this time I would like to have marked 
for identification for purposes of today’s executive session this Sy 2 
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by 14 folder, containing 31 tabbed files, each containing a series of 
documents. I would like to have this marked as exhibit 1. 

[The documents referred to were marked Caulfield exhibit 1 for 
identification.*] 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, before we get into the specific documents 
themselves, Mr. Caulfield, do you recall being asked to conduct an 
investigation of an organization called Public Affairs Analysts, with 
which Mr. O’Brien might have been associated ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That rings a bell. Again, I would have to see a 
memorandum to refresh my recollection. 

Mr. Lenzneil Let me just ask you a general question. Do you recall 
whether Mr. Colson requested specific investigations of Mr. O’Brien ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Of me, for me to become involved in it? The 
answer is no to that because I didn’t deal with Mr. Colson except only 
in one area. 

Mr. Sears. If I might clarify this area. In the vast majority of 
cases, and it might even be in all, as far as Jack can’t remember 
exactly all the so-called investigations that were done. He got his 
orders at first from Mr. Ehrlichman, and then at a later date from 
Mr. Dean. He would not know, however, the substance of what he 
was asked to do, whether it was suggested by other parties or not. 

So, when questions are asked about Mr. Colson, or other people at 
the White House, in regard to their interest in any of these things, as 
I said, in the vast majority of cases, he did not know whether they 
provoked the investigation by calling Mr. Dean or Mr. Ehrlichman ; 
or whether they were the ultimate recipients of whatever he would 
send back to Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Mr. Lenzner. It is my recollection that on a prior occasion, Mr. 
Caulfield recalled that he heard from either Mr. Ehrlichman or Mr. 
Dean, that Mr. Colson was the one who wanted this investigation 
done. 

Mr. Caulfield. In some instances, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s what I wanted to get on the record. I also 
think you said at some point that on occasion you learned from either 
Ehrlichman or Dean that Mr. Colson wanted some investigations. 

Are you also aware of the fact that sensitive case reports from the 
Internal Revenue Service were being transmitted to employees at the 
White House? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, let me put it this way : I knew there was a 
sensitive case-reporting procedure between the White House and — I 
should correct that; between the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Internal Revenue Service. That was a procedure that was estab- 
lished in prior administrations and was continued during the current 
administration. 

Now, I have no first-hand knowledge as to whether or not the 
procedure established between the IRS and the Secretary of the 
Treasury, in fact, went over to a similar reporting procedure to 
members of the White House Staff ; I had nothing to do with that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying you are not aware that sensitive 
case reports were transmitted on a fairly regular basis, or at least on 
occasion to the White House? 
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Mr. Caulfield. As a formal 

Mr. Lexzxer. I don’t care whether it was formal, or informal, that 
information of the reports was transmitted. 

Mr. Caulfield. What I am saying is that T had, specifically, 
nothing to do in that area. I know there was an individual at the 
Secretary of the Treasury’s office who was responsible for receiving 
the sensitive case reports from the IRS and transferring them on a 
regular basis to the Secretary of the Treasury, Secretary Kennedy, 
Secretary Conn ally, and Secretary Shultz, I assume. 

Whether that was also transmitted to high-ranking members of the 
White House staff, I can only make assumptions ; but I have no first- 
hand knowledge. 

Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Air. Lexzxer. Back on the record. 

Are you aware, Mr. Caulfield, that attempts were being made to 
make available to aides at the White House, information from 
sensitive case reports from IRS ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no personal knowledge, no specific knowl- 
edge of any such activity. I have knowledge of an established pro- 
cedure whereby sensitive case reports are being made available from 
IRS to the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, were you aware of a procedure by which 
information was obtained between the IRS and White House aide 
with regard to IRS materials and information contained in the mate- 
rials; were you aware of instances where information was requested 
by the White House of the IRS ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I can respond this way: On one specific occasion 
I was directed to — let me retract that. 

On a number of occasions I Avas directed to obtain information 
from IRS by Mr. John Dean. I’ll respond to your question that way. 

Mr. Sears. On some occasions you were asked to act as a conduit 
for information requested from the IRS by the White House; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, not by the White House, by Mr. John Dean. 
I don’t know where that was coming from, it could have been coming 
from a number of different sources. Mr. Dean on most occasions 
Avon Id not indicate for whom the information Avas being provided. 
So, I Avant to be very careful hoAV I respond to the question. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Are you saying, also, that Mr. Ehrlichman never 
requested you to obtain information from IRS ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t have any recollection at this time that Mr. 
Ehrlichman asked me to get information from IRS. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Are you aware that Mr. Ehrlichman got information 
directly from Air. Barth at, IRS ? 

Air. Caulfield. I Avas a Avar e, as I indicated in other forums, that 
Air. Barth and Air. Ehrlichman conferred from time to time on 
matters Avithin the purview of the Secretary of the Treasury and 
IRS. Noav, Avhat those specifics are Avould be anybody’s guess. Air. 
Barth Avould be the best one to respond to that. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Hoav did you know they were conferring ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I was a friend of Mr. Barth’s, and it came up in 
conversations. He was over in the White House on frequent occa- 
sions and would confer with Mr. Ehrlichman. That was Mr. Barth’s 
business, and Mr. Ehrlichman ’s business ; it wasn’t my business. 

Mr. L enzner. Did you ever become aware that information was 
being conveyed from IBS to the White House with regard to tax 
orders of the Hughes Tool Co. ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I never heard that before. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware that information was conveyed 
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from IRS to the White House with regard to a tax audit of Law- 
rence O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. I was not aware that there was a tax audit of Mr. 
O’Brien and information being conveyed to the White House. 

Mr. Lenzner. You were never aware that a tax audit was being 
conducted of Mr. O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, not until it appeared in the paper. I think it 
did appear in the paper. 

Mr. Lenzner. You mean in the news media? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware that a tax audit was being con- 
ducted on Mr. 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I Avas not. 

Mr. Laokritz. Do you recall being asked by Mr. Peter Flanigan 
to get information from the Internal Revenue Service on any indi- 
vidual ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall Mr. Peter Flanigan requesting an investi- 
gation on certain people that Avould have been involved in business 
deals. 

Mr. Sears. Maybe the Avord “investigation” is a little too authorita- 
tive here. Do you recall Mr. Flanigan, and correct me if I am wrong, 
calling you and asking you if you could find out anything about 
some named individuals; is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield Yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. Right iioav, do you recall getting information on 
these individuals from the Internal Revenue Service? 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall conducting an investigation and providing 
Sir. Flanigan Avith the results of that investigation; some of it 
related to IRS information. 

Sir. Lackritz. I see. Hoav did you obtain the information from the 
Internal Revenue Service? 

Sir. Caulfield. I received it from an individual Avho Avas then 
employed with IRS. 

Sir. Lackritz. And what Avas that individual’s name ? 

Sir. Caulfield. That Avas Sir. Acree of the Internal Revenue 
Service. 

Sir. Lackritz. And do you recall the nature of the information 
that Avas provided on these individuals ? 

Sir. Caulfield. In substance it would best be described as a back- 
ground investigation. 

Sir. Lackritz. Noav, I would like to show you in exhibit 1 under 
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tab 1*, there is a series of memos under tab 1 concerning the organiza- 
tion Public Affairs Analysts. 

The first one you are looking at is a memorandum from Mr. 
William Safire to Mr. Bob Haldeman, dated August 4, 1970; and 
then a followup memorandum for Mr. Dean from Mr. Haldeman 
concerning stated matter; and subsequently a memorandum which 
is not routed to anybody in particular, but is in the form, I believe, 
in which you generally made your reports to Mr. Dean. 

I ask you now if you remember this memorandum entitled 
“Discreet’’ ? 

Mr. Lenzner. That is relative to the organization Public Affairs 
Analysts. 

Mr. Lackritz. I ask you if you can identify that memorandum for 
the record. Do you remember having this memorandum typed by 
your secretary ; or do you recall the contents of the memorandum ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, can I continue with this? 

Mr. Sears. Could we take just a second while he reads that? 

Mr. Lackritz. Right, sure, take your time. 

Mr. Caulfield. It certainly looks like my report. 

Mr. Sears. I w^as asked to join this organization as a member of 
the board, and I refused, luckily. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, can you identify that document dated 
I believe, August 11, 1970? 

Mr. Caulfield. Let me identify it this way : It w T ould appear — the 
format is similar to the way I would have written a discreet political 
intelligence report. But I don’t specifically recall the substance of 
the memo. The form and the outline appear to be similar to my style 
of writing a discreet political intelligence report. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see, and do you recall asking Mr. Ulasewicz to 
look into this particular organization? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I do not; but it is quite possible that if I did 
in fact, write the report, that he would have been asked to make the 
type of inquiry that the report outlines. 

Mr. Lenzner. In addition, if you look at the paragraph, the fifth 
paragraph says, “Source advises that a discreet look at the interior 
office structure” ; I take it that would have been something that Mr. 
Ulasewicz would have done at your direction. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, I see it. Yes, this is a form that would have 
been followed. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, the question is, Mr. Ulasewicz would have 
conducted that on-site surveillance — not surveillance, but observation ; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, in the last paragraph on the last page you 
suggest that Dick Kleindienst Avould be the best person to determine 
this issue over F. Clifton White. Do you know if anything was 
pursued with Mr. Kleindienst in regard to that ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no recollection of any further activities in 
the area of political affairs. The only way that I can respond, I 
don’t know. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Now, look at the first paragraph of the memo. Does 
that refresh your recollection that Mr. Hal deman at times made 
specific requests, and this was one of them, for investigator’s discreet 
inquiries? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I have indicated before, I don’t know, on the 
record or off the record ; from time to time requests for information 
of a political intelligence nature would flow from many sources. In 
this instance, apparently, based upon the memorandum preceding 
this memo, it would appear that Mr. Hal deman made a request for 
information regarding the subject organization. 

This is the way business was done at the White House on occasion. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Is it fair to say that it was known to a number of 
people that if a discreet inquiry investigation was to be made that 
you were the person that would carry that out? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think that is too broad a statement. There were a 
number of discreet inquiries being conducted in the White House 
over a 3-year period. I would respond if I was directed by my 
superiors to conduct an inquiry, attempt to obtain political informa- 
tion. One of my roles there, as everyone knows, was to attempt to 
develop and supply that information. 

Now, I think it’s fair to say that there must have been literally 
dozens of inquiries of that type. I Avas one person avIio w T as involved 
in the acquiring of that information upon direction. 

Mr. Lenzneil Do you know of any other individuals at the White 
House, conducting similar investigations? 

Mr. Caulfield. Off the record? 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Caulfield. I think it’s fair to say that a number of people at 
the White House were actively engaged in acquiring information of 
political interest. 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t mean regular run-of-the-mill newspapers, I 
mean getting people to go out and do surveillance and inquiries, 
getting background information; who Avould that have been? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, that could have been any number of people. 

Mr. Sears. Let me go off the record just a second. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Le? szner. The question Avas, were you aAvare of any other in- 
dividuals at the White House Avho employed people like Mr. Ulase- 
Avicz to conduct these kinds of investigations? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have not been aware of any, but I want to say 
again, on the record, quite possibly there Avere others, but I’m not 
aware of them. 

Mr. Lackritz. Can you recall if there Avas any response after you 
fonvarded this memorandum back to Mr. Dean, I believe. Did you 
get any other inquiries about Public Affairs Analysts? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall any requests to take information 
from their tax returns? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no recollection and no knowledge of that 
at all. 

Mr. L ackritz. All right. Well, do you recall being asked by Mr. 
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Dean or anyone else, to inquire into the relationship that Mr. O’- 
Brien had with the Hughes Tool Co.? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. You have no recollection of being asked to in- 
quire into the relationship Mr. O’Brien might have had with Mr. 
Maheu, or other individuals with the Hughes Tool Co.? 

Mr. Caulfield. Let me correct that. In connection with Mr. O’- 
Brien, there was an ongoing interest in Mr. O’Brien as indicated 
here earlier because of his position in the opposition party. Now, 
there may Avell be, and if there is a memorandum around, I’d like 
to see it. 

Mr. Sears. Can we go off the record just a second? 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Back on the record. 

In other words, you do recall that there was an inquiry concern- 
ing possible payments of money by the Hughes Tool Co. to Mr. 
Larry O’Brien ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I don’t know that. I would like to see the 
memorandum. I recall an inquiry regarding Mr. O’Brien and the 
Hughes Tool Co. If there is a memorandum, I’d like to refresh 
my recollection. 

Mr. Lackritz. I show" you tab 2* and wmuld like you to refresh 
your recollection by reading through the documents in tab 2. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, looking at the January 22 document, can you 
identify that document with your initials and name? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is my document. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you prepared it in response to a request from 
Mr. Dean ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware of the fact that Mr. Haldeman 
sent Mr. Dean a request for this investigation, as reflected in these 
other memorandums ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would say yes, based on the memorandum as I 
view it now. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, you indicate there that “A reliable source 
. postures the subject retainer in this manner ” 

Mr. Caulfield. Which date are Ave at ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Still on January 22. I just Avant to go through, 
and I’ll ask specifics on each one of them. Do you remember Avho 
your source Avas on that ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, James Juliano. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you remember inquiring of anybody else — 
did you seek information on this retainer from anybody else at 
this time — January 22? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Juliano indicate that he had conducted 
his OAvn investigation to obtain information? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Juliano Avas a long-time friend of Mr. 
Desautels, I think that Avas his source of information. 
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Mr. Lexzxer. Do you know if Mr. Juliano went to Mr. Desau- 
tels to obtain further information on your behalf? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Do you recall whether he had that information? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall, he had that information. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And he reported to you that during the Kennedy 
administration there was a continuous liaison between Maheu and 
O’Brien. 

Mr. Caulfield. On January 22? 

Mr. Lackiiitz. Ask the question again. 

Mr. Lexzxer. He indicated, according to this memorandum, that 
during the Kennedy administration there was continuous liaison 
between O’Brien and Maheu. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. If Mr. Juliano is the source, that’s where 
it would come from, yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And did he give this to you orally, or in writing? 

Mr. Caulfield. Orally. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And you made notes and 

Mr. Caulfield. I didn’t make notes, that was over luncheon, as 
I recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And did you ask for him to seek other informa- 
tion. At the bottom of the page you indicate you asked for other 
information; was that of Mr. Juliano, on the bottom of this mem- 
orandum ? 

Mr. C aulfield. I’m sure I did. 

Mr. Sears. Is it fair to say that you said, “Well, if you can find 
out anything else about it”, or something of that kind? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s the way I would have put it, yes. 

Mr. Le xzxer. And then you have a memorandum on January 
25, 1971, those are your initials on top of the page? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And you prepared that and transmitted it to Mr. 
Dean. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And do you know the source of information con- 
tamed m that memorandum? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I recall my only source in connection with 
this matter was Mr. Juliano’s knowledge of the area. 

Mr. Lexzxer. You make reference, in the second paragraph, to 
the fact that a firm associated with Mr. Desautels and Mr. O’Brien 
had handled the Hughes interest up until the Maheu controversy 
in Las Vegas. Did you do any independent investigation with re- 
gard to the Maheu-Hughes conflict, to your recollection? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And in the following paragraph you say, para- 
phrasing, “Mr. Maheu’s tentacle structure — each one which is 
fraught with potential for Jack Anderson type exposure.” And 
then you give some examples. Can you explain what you meant by 
that? Take your time and read the following paragraphs. 

Mr. Caui, field. Well, specifically what I meant by it was — I 
don’t know, 1971, I don’t know whether the Maheu-Hughes blow- 
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up had occurred by then, but there is apparently indication that 
the whole situation out there in Nevada was getting very sticky 
and very ugly. I was attempting to convey that in the third para- 
graph and the following three, that there was an inter-relationship, 
apparently, based upon M alien's activities over the years with peo- 
ple of the Republican stripe, and it may well have come back and 
proved embarrassing to the people in the administration. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, if you began an investigation into 
O'Brien’s getting money from Hughes, it might very likely turn 
up that Hughes was also involved, and Maheu was involved with 
Republicans in a comparable 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s precisely what I meant. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, did you get any of this information 
reflected in the memorandum from Mr. James Golden? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t believe so, because as I said, Mr. Golden 
at that time was out there in Nevada — wait a minute, he had gone 
with Intertel at that time. 

Mr. Lackritz. And wasn’t Intertel providing security for the 
Hughes organization ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Intertel was deeply involved in the Malieu- 
Hughes battle, with Intertel being on the side of the Hughes in- 
terests. 

Mr. Lackritz. Would Mr. Golden have been in a position to pro- 
vide you with a lot of information? 

Mr. Caulfield. He would have been in a position to provide it, 
but at that particular time I was not that close to Jim Golden. He 
was talking to other people at the White House. I think he was 
talking to Bud Krogh. 

My answer to that is “No,” although on the surface it would 
appear — at least I have no specific recollection of discussing what 
intelligence Mr. Golden had with respect to Las Vegas. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know what Krogh ’s relationship with 
Golden Avas? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think there Avas an interest in Jim Golden 
solely because he had hooked onto the Hughes interest out there. 
These people might have been looking down the road when the ad- 
ministration finished there might have been some financial oppor- 
tunities there. 

Mr. Lenzner. You are talking about Mr. Krogh? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. I knoAv it Avas short-lived, rather moot noAV. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, do you recall that this relationship betAveen 
Mr. Golden and Mr. Krogh began before the summer of 1971, or 
Avas it approximately the time 

Mr. Caulfield. Approximately the time, I think, Avhen Mr. Gold- 
en Avound up with the Hughes interest. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did individuals take advantage of Mr. Golden’s 
hospitality with the Hughes interest to travel down to Avhere the 
Hughes interests were? 

Mr. Caulfield. I didn’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. No ay. on the second page of your January 25 memo 
you talk about Maheu being a close associate of rogue FBI agent 
John Frank. 
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Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Just what was that all about, where did you get 
that information from? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would have gotten that from Jim Juliano. 

Mr. Lenzner. What does that refer to? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, as I understand it, apparently Maheu and 
Frank were engaged in activities here in Washington back in the 
sixties when Maheu was beginning to make his mark. I believe 
Juliano mentioned that he and John Frank worked together. And, 
as everyone knows, John Frank is the No. 1 rogue FBI agent in 
the history of the organization. 

Mr. Lex z ner. Meaning what, what does that mean? 

Mr. Caulfield. Just as it says there, that it was generally be- 
lieved, and this I learned 

Mr. Sears. What does it mean to be a “rogue FBI agent”? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, for example Frank is believed to have 
been involved in the assassination of Generalissimo DeGalindey on 
behalf of Raphael Trujillo. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know who they were operating on behalf 
of at the time? 

Mr. Caulfield. Who? 

Mr. Lenzner. Maheu and Frank, whom they were operating on 
behalf of when this assassination Avas conducted? 

Mr. Caulfield. Noav, wait a minute, don’t jump up ahead, Terry. 
I’m not even sure that Maheu and Frank Avere together in 1956. I 
am saying in the sixties I Avas led to believe— I don’t know it for 
a fact — that Maheu and Frank Avere together, working together in 
Washington. John Frank, based upon the famous DeGalindey case 
in NeAv York City Avas generally believed to have some part — that 
has never been proven — in the assassination of Raphael Trujillo — 
DeGalindey, I’m sorry. Trujillo Avas assassinated by the CIA, so 
they say. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Avho Avas Frank working for at the time of 
this assassination ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Who Avas he working for? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Caulfield. He Avas working for Raphael Trujillo. 

Mr. Lenzner. And Avhat were Frank and Maheu doing in Wash- 
ington in 1960 together? 

Mr. Caulfield. The best as I recall, they Avere involved in con- 
sulting, private detective work; that type of thing. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, in the last paragraph you indicate that you 
recommend an in-depth analysis of information available for White 
House perusal. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you include CIA, FBI, and IRS. Were you 
aAyare of any effort to ask any of those agencies for information 
with regard to Mr. Maheu and/or Mr. O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. It never moved off that page, as far as I knoAv. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, I take it when this task was first delegated 
to you it Avas in an effort to obtain derogatory information Avith 
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regard to O’Brien and his income from the Hughes organization; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. There was an attempt to develop information 
regarding O’Brien’s involvement with the Hughes organization. 
Noav, if in the course of that inquiry derogatory information arose, 
that would have been put on paper. 

Mr. Lenzner. And what did you understand was the purpose 
of the information with regard to O’Brien and Maheu, this rela- 
tionship ; what Avas in back of it, Avhat Avas behind it, Avhat Avas the 
purpose of it? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, the bottom line Avould have been 

Mr. Sears. He is asking you Avhat you kneAv about the purpose 
behind all this. 

Mr. Caulfield. Obviously to develop political intelligence in- 
formation on the subject that Avas of great interest to the people at 
the White House. 

Mr. Sears. That was your assumption. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Sears. Well, did anyone eA r er tell you Avhat the exact purpose 
of that particular information was, the use it Avas to be put to? 

Mr. Caulfield. Nobody ever discussed that Avitli me. 

Mr. Lenzner. So, basically all you kneAv Avas, there Avas an in- 
terest in determining the exact relationship between Mr. O’Brien 
and Mr. Maheu, per your memos. 

Mr. Caulfield. Correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. And what you were concerned about in your last, 
sentence of your January 25 memorandum that if things Averen’t 
done carefully something else might emerge that might damage 
Republicans. 

Mr. Caulfield. That Avas my warning to the people that might 
be reading the memo, and to Dean. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, looking at the January 26, 1971 memoran- 
dum from Mr. Dean for Mr. Hal deman, it indicates some informa- 
tion obtained from Mr. Rebozo in the third paragraph. Were you 
aware of that inquiry to Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I Avas not. That is apparently something that 
Dean developed and I assume he discussed Avith Rebozo. 

Mr. Lenzner. All I’m asking about, were you aware that Rebozo 
had information related to this inquiry, that is Maheu and O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. Dean did not so confide in me. 

Mr. Lenzner. And then, in the fourth paragraph, that incorpo- 
rates the information you had provided him. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. On page 2 of Dean’s memorandum, were you aAvare 
that Bob Bennett Avas also inquired of. 

Mr. Caulfield. Not that I can recall. I have seen the name Ben- 
nett in the papers so often that I Avant to be careful. 

Mr. Lenzner. OK. Now, looking at the memorandum from 
Haldeman to Dean, January 28, 1971, it indicates some interest in 
having Colson leak information Avith regard to this inquiry. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 
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Mr. Lexzxer. Are you aware that was at least one of the efforts? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I was not. 

Mr. Lexzxer, And then, looking at February 1, 1971, the memo- 
randum from yourself to Dean; are those your initials at the top of 
the page, and is that your memorandum ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And at the bottom of the page it indicates that 
Maheu had covert activities from his Washington association with 
the CIA. Do you remember where you got that information from? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall specifically, but I assume that it 
comes from Jim Juliano. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Do you have any recollection of learning that the 
Department of Justice, for the White House, had obtained infor- 
mation with regard to Mr. Maheu’s CIA relationship? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you obtain any specific information with re- 
gard to exactly what Mr. Maheu did with the CIA? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you ever learn of any relationship Mr. Maheu 
had with an individual by the name of Johnny Rosselli? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Or that it was alleged that Mr. Maheu and Mr. 
Rosselli at one time allegedly discussed an effort to assassinate Fidel 
Castro ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I so read in the paper. 

Mr. Sears. You have no knowledge of it? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I have no knowledge of it. 

Mr. Lexzxer. When you say read it in the paper, do you recall 
when you read it in the newspaper? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, July, August, September of last year. 

Mr. Sears. Off the record. 

r Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lexzxer. Do you recall sometime in 1971 when you began 
your investigation 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer [continuing]. Into Maheu’s relationship to O’- 
Brien— a Jack Anderson column? 

Mr. Caulfield. About Rosselli, yes, that’s what I recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And did you bring that article to the attention 
of anybody, that article that spoke about Rosselli and Maheu; is 
that what you are referring to here, his association with the CIA? 

Mr. Caulfield. It’s possible. Terry. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, I’ll get that article in a second for you, and 
see if that will refresh your recollection. 

Do you know if there was any inquiry made of CIA with regard 
to this subject matter? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And again I take it, in the third paragraph, when 
you make reference to Donald Nixon’s Dominican Republic visit, 
did you again remind Dean of the possibility of possible Repub- 
lican problems? 
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Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. While Mr. Lackritz finds this article I want to 
say on the record these documents are from unsealed exhibits of 
the committee — I mean sealed exhibits, I’m sorry, of the commit- 
tee; and consequently I am going to request that the transcript 
of this entire interview be sealed and furnished copies only to 
Senator Ervin. 

I am also going to direct that staff present here today not reduce 
their notes to typewritten form, or distribute them to anybody ex- 
cept Mr. Thompson or Mr. Dash because these are sealed, and until 
the committee votes to unseal them, it would be unfair to have 
any of this material, or any of the answers that Mr. Caulfield has 
given to any of these questions furnished to the public. 

Mr. Sears. Thank you, Mr. Lenzner. We appreciate that. Of 
course you realize that comes as a great help to us. This has been 
a very trying situation for all of these defendants who have had 
to come before this body, and not only this body but the special 
prosecutor’s office, and I assume other bodies of the Government. 
And Ave appreciate your care in safeguarding the rights of Mr. 
Caulfield and I am sure the other defendants. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I would also say any other individuals who 
have been mentioned on the record in the interview, as I said I 
will direct, and I ask everybody from staff to recognize, on the 
record, that the information will not be transmitted in typed form 
or related to anybody except chief counsel and chief minority 
counsel . 

Mr. Sears. As I understand your statement, it covers not only 
the record, but summaries of conversations we were having. 

Mr. Lenzner. What I am suggesting, there is a typed transcript, 
and there is no need to type up any information and circulate it. 
The transcript will be available from Senator Ervin upon request 
to his office, and let him decide in his discretion who should, or 
should not have access to the transcripts themselves. 

I have no objection, obviously, to chief counsel or minority coun- 
sel, Mr. Thompson, being briefed orally because they obviously have 
the right to know the progress of the inquiry ; but I would direct 
it be oral briefing, and that the notes taken not be typed into sum- 
maries, or any typewritten form at all. 

Mr. Sears. Thank you. 

Mr. Lenzner. While we are waiting, looking at the last page of 
tab 2 I wonder, can you identify that document as a memorandum 
appearing to be in the same form as other memorandums prepared 
by you? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you have any recollection now of the 
source you referred to in the first paragraph of that memorandum? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall, though, if I were to guess I would 
say Mr. Juliano, based upon the previous memorandums. 

Mr. L enzner. Let me see if I can refresh your recollection. Do 
you know a Walter J. Badden? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, the best man at my wedding. 
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Mr. Lenznek. Was he employed at Hughes Aircraft Co.? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenznek. Did you ever seek information from him with 
regard to this inquiry? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; he is the director of security for one of the 
Hughes Tool Co. organizations in California, and he had nothing 
to do with this area. 

As I said, I want to repeat, he was the best man at my wedding 
and visited me from time to time in Washington. I never discussed 
this area with him. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you also know an individual named David 
Ludwig ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes; he is a subordinate of Mr. Badden, and 
Mr. Badden introduced me to him when v r e had lunch one time at 
the White House. 

Mr. Lenznek. And he is also an employee of Hughes. 

Mr. Caulfield. He is an employee of the same subsidiary corpo- 
ration that Mr. Badden is. 

Mr. Lenznek. And did you seek to obtain any information from 
him with regard to this inquiry? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you have any recollection of meeting with Mr. 
Ludwig on or about January 15, 1971, or about the same period 
of time you were conducting these inquiries? 

Mr. Caulfield. I took Mr. Ludwig, upon request of Mr. Badden, 
to lunch at the White House on one occasion, and I wouldn’t be 
able to recall the date. It could have been any time. It might have 
been in January of 1971; I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you have any recollection of the subject com- 
ing up, since you had somebody there from Hughes, and asking 
him whether he had any information with regard to Robert Maheu 
or Larry O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I have no recollection of it. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you have any recollection inquiring from any 
employee of the Hughes Tool Co. or Intertel to obtain information 
with regard to Larry O’Brien, or Maheu’s relationship with Hughes 
Tool Co.? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenznek. Now, at the bottom of the memorandum that you 
have identified as yours, it indicates that ominous relationships 
have been established between Maheu and well-known Mafia figures. 

Mr. Caulfield. On the last memo? 

Mr. Lenznek. Yes, the first paragraph. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you remember the source of that information? 

Mr. Caulfield. What sentence are we dealing with here? Are you 
talking about the last memorandum? 

Mr. Lenznek. Yes. 

Mr. Caulfield. Paragraph No. 2. 

Mr. Lenznek. Paragraph 1: “Ominous relationships have been 
established between Maheu and well-known Mafia figures.” 
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Mr. Caulfield. As I indicated, my impression is that it would 
have come from Mr. Juliano, but I’m not sure— I’m not absolutely 
certain. I want to be careful. And the reason I say that is because 
of all the previous information that was supplied to me by Mr. 
Juliano. I want to be sure that we are talking about the same area. 

I will have to leave it at that. My impression is that it was from 
Mr. Juliano, but I’m not absolutely certain. 

Mr. Lexzxek. Were you aware that Intertel was conducting an 
investigation into the possibility of Maheu’s skimming Hughes’ 
Las Vegas casino? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, you have to remember that at that time 
the Mahcu-Intertel -Hughes controversy was a matter of public rec- 
ord in the media. In fact, there was a 60 -minute CBS show dealing 
with the controversy at that time. There were reams and reams of 
information being written about the controversy, and it is quite 
possible some of my information could have come from there. 

Mr. Lexzxek. From Intertel? 

Mr. Caulfield. From the media; I had nothing to do with In- 
tertel. 


Mr. Le xzner. Are you also aware that the Department of Jus- 
tice was conducting a grand jury investigation into the skimming 
in Las Vegas and sought to have Maheu testify in that? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lexzxek. Did you ever discuss this matter with any individ- 
uals in the Criminal Division of the Organized Crime Division of 
the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. L exzxek. Did you receive any information from that divi- 
sion ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Lexzxek. Now, in the last paragraph of that same memoran- 
dum you said it was alleged that representatives of Maheu may 
have picked up hotel and bar tabs for the Presidential advance 
party. Now, would that information have come from somebody 
in the organization or, again, from Juliano? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think it came from the Secret Service, idle 
conversations I picked up from friends of mine who might have 
been on the White House 

Mr. Lexzxek. Advance party? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not the advance 


Mr. Sears. The White House detail. 

Mr. Caulfield. The White House detail, I think, was kicking 
around a piece of information, you know, that was incorporated 
into this thing. 

Mr. Lexzx t er. Do you have any recollection who advised you of 
that ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not specifically; it could have been three or four 
people in the area we discussed previously. 

Mr. Lexzxek. Well, we will have those names added, then. 

Mr. Caulfield. The same names. 

Mr. Lexzxek. The same names. Now, I take it you are again in- 
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tending to indicate that this is a sensitive area with regard to 
possible repercussions. 

Mr. Caulfield. Or possible embarrassment to the White House. 

Mr. Lekzner. Are you aware that Mr. Colson was interested in 
the relating of Mr. O’Brien to possible crime figures? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; never. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was there any feedback to you to pursue the ques- 
tion whether Maheu’s alleged association with well-known Mafia 
figures might be also tied into O’Brien? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. You are sure of that? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, can we have these two newspaper articles 
marked as exhibits 2 and 3 for today. 

Mr. Lackritz. A newspaper article by Mr. Jack Anderson dated 
January 18, 1971, is exhibit 2; and exhibit 3 is an article written 
by Jack Anderson dated January 19, 1971. 

[The documents referred to were marked Caulfield exhibits Nos. 
2 and 3.*] 

Mr. Lackritz. Both of those exhibits have to do with possible 
CIA involvement in a plot to kill Fidel Castro. 

Mr. Lenzxer. And others. 

Mr. Lackritz. And others. 

Mr. Caulfield. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. You did not seek to inquire from anybody else? 

Mr. ( Caulfield. I have never had any contact as to the activities 
of the CIA ; that is an area that I learned a long time ago to stay 
out of. 

Mr. L enzner. Except in one memo you suggested that 

Mr. ( Caulfield. I made a recommendation, and it didn’t leave the 
paper for all I know. I have no recollection of it. 

Mr. Lexzner. Now, does that memo refresh your recollection as 
to whether your reference to Maheu’s covert activity, in your 
February 1, 1971, memo, referred to the items in the subject mat- 
ter of the Jack Anderson column, which you now looked at? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would respond by saying yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Yes, upon reading the January 18, 1971, article 
by Jack Anderson, that is what you are referring to? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s what I was referring to. 

Mr. Lackritz. In your memorandum of February 1, 1971. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Were there any subsequent requests to 
follow up on that information in CIA? 

Mr. Caulfield. No; not to me. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you make any subsequent inquiries concern- 
ing that matter? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Off the record. 
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Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall any requests that were made, pos- 
sibly by Mr. Dean or by any individuals in the Justice Depart- 
ment, to pursue any of this information? 

Mr. Caulfield. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you have any knowledge of an appearance by 
Mr. Maheu at the Justice Department to be interrogated concern- 
ing the Las Vegas casino? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ever have any contact with Mr. Will 
Wilson from the Justice Department? 

Mr. Caulfield. I met Mr. Wilson one time, coming back from 
California. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall when that was? 

Mr. Caulfield. I believe it was following the chiefs of police 
convention in Anaheim — it wouldn’t have been that time; I was 
out of there by then. 

Well, all I can say I remember being introduced to Mr. Wilson 
at a California airport sometime in 1970 in connection with a 
law enforcement conference. 

Mr. Sears. Perhaps you can ask if he has ever spoken to Mr. 
Wilson in connection with this matter. 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ever speak with Mr. Wilson about this 
matter, that you recall? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, in your February 3, 1971, memo- 
randum to Mr. Dean, you recommend that Mr. Dean watch the 
CBS-TV show dealing with the ongoing Hughes controversy. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Is this the transcript of that CBS “60 Minutes” 
show, dated February 2, 1971? 

Mr. Caulfield. I assume so. I don’t have any recollection, other 
than the fact the subject dealt with the Maheu-Hughes controversy; 
that’s all I can recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. First of all, can I have that marked as Exhibit 
4 ? 

[The document referred to was marked Caulfield exhibit No. 4.*] 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall learning about that time of the 
existence of a hand-written memorandum from Mr. Howard 
Hughes to Mr. Maheu? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no knowledge of that at all. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, do you recall that television show, on page 
16 of the transcript Mr. Hank Greenspun stated that he had in his 
possession a good many copies of Hughes-Maheu memorandums, in 
Hughes’ handwriting? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall that at all. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you learn on any subsequent occasion that Mr. 
Greenspun had possession of a large number of handwritten memo- 
randums from Howard Hughes to Robert Maheu? 


♦See p. 9915. 
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Mr. Caulfield. The only thing I recall — I read in the newspaper 
about Mr. Greenspun’s activities, and they were of no interest 
to me. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall any inquiries that were conducted, or 
did you ask anyone to make any inquiries into Mr. Greenspun’s 
activities out in Nevada? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. I would like to leave that for the time being. 

Turning to surveillance of Senators. Did you ever receive any 
request to place Senator Ted Kennedy under 24-hour surveillance? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall when you received that request, 
and who made it to you? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Dean, and I don’t recall the exact time 
frame. I assume it was sometime in 1971. 

Mr. Lackritz. And specifically, what was the request? 

Mr. Caulfield. The request was to have the Senator, Ted Ken- 
nedy, placed under surveillance; and as I recall, he wrote a memo- 
randum which effectively had the matter dropped. 

Mr. Lackritz. And this was a request for 24-hour-a-day surveil- 
lance ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Dean indicate to you where the request 
came from? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t know whether he indicated or I assumed 
that it came from Mr. Haldeman’s office. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And your reaction to the idea, that it was 
a silly idea was the reason that the 

Mr. Caulfield. It was made in strong terms to Mr. Dean ver- 
bally, and I think it’s a matter of record. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Prior to 1971, had you been asked to 
conduct any inquiries into any matters concerning Senator Ken- 
nedy ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes; in 1969 there was a request to have the facts 
surrounding Chappaquiddick determined by Mr. Ulasewicz — di- 
rected by Mr. Ehrlichman through me, to have Mr. Ulasewicz con- 
duct an inquiry surrounding the incident at Chappaquiddick. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And was this on the occasion of the hiring 
of Mr. Ulasewicz? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. That was the first investigation Mr. Ulasewicz 
was asked to conduct? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall how Mr. Ulasewicz was reporting 
back to you on the progress of the investigation? 

Mr. Caulfield. Verbally. 

Mr. Lackritz. And were these verbal reports subsequently typed 
up in memorandum form? 

Mr. Caulfield. Only if there was any matter of significance in- 
volved, and I don’t think there were very many reports. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall Mr. Kebozo coming to Washington, 
D.C. during this investigation of the Chappaquiddick incident? 
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Mr. Caulfield. Doing what? 

Mr. Lackritz. Discussing the matter with you and the reports 
of Mr. Ulasewicz. 

Mr. Caulfield. I had no conversation with Mr. Rebozo on this 
matter. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. And then you do not recall Mr. Rebozo 
being present in Mr. Ehrlichman’s office watching television about 
the time of the Chappaquiddick incident, and listening with you 
to reports that Mr. Ulasewicz was sending back to you? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, no recollection at all. 

Mr. Lackritz. Why don’t we turn to tab 3* of the documents. I 
would like you to review the documents in that tab, specifically 
with emphasis on the document from you to Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Caulfield. OK. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, turn to the memorandum dated April 
19, 1971, that is a memorandum from you to Mr. Dean, and reflects 
your signature on the bottom. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you remember writing this memorandum to 
Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. How did that investigation originate? 

Mr. Caulfield. This was of interest, going back to 1969, from 
the time Clark Mollenhoff came on board, that was generally rec- 
ognized as an area of interest to Clark Mollenhoff. Mollenhoff felt 
there were same improprieties involved in this whole Maine sugar 
beet situation; and it was of interest from August 1969, as I recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see that is going through April of 1971 that 
your inquiry was made, judging from your memorandum. 

Mr. Caulfield. Inquiries to whom? 

Mr. Lackritz. Your inquiries into Senator Muskie’s association 
with the Maine sugar industry; is that correct, Mr. Caulfield? 

Mr. Caulfield. Now, wait. I see, but I don’t like the way that 
question is phrased. Why don’t you rephrase it for me, or repeat 
it, and then I will explain. 

Mr. Lackritz. You testified before that this matter went back 
to 1969. I am asking you if this memorandum that you were writ- 
ing, the date is April 19, 1971, indicated interest in the subject 
matter around the spring of 1971. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct, it continued to be of on-going in- 
terest. 

Mr. Lackritz. And I take it that during the period of time that 
Senator Muskie was identified as the potential leading Democratic 
opponent to President Nixon in the 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m not familiar with the dates of when he 

Mr. Lackritz. But it was certainly by the time he was identified 
as a potential Democratic Presidential candidate for 1972. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, that’s true. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, in the last paragraph of that memorandum, 
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you state, “because of the hazard of the White House pursuing 
this inquiry,” what do you mean by that phrase? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, simply speaking, I felt that the White 
House would be well advised to stay far removed from the inquiry, 
and suggested that it belonged elsewhere. 

Mr. Lackritz. You were worried about possible embarrassment 
should it be disclosed that the White House was connected with 
investigations ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And when you said you endorsed Fagan and 
Nofziger for optimum results, that means from a media stand- 
point — from a media impact? 

Mr. Caulfield. If that was what would have been decided, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. And do you recall, Mr. Caulfield, ask- 
ing that Ulasewicz conduct an investigation into the Maine sugar 
beet industries? 

Mr. Caulfield. I asked that Mr. Ulasewicz go up to Maine and 
obtain newspaper accounts of the controversy, and he did so. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, turning to tab 4 1 , do you recognize the memo- 
randum dated July 6, 1971, from yourself to Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And do you recall what motivated the inquiry 
into Potomac Associates; who asked for that, and what was the 
purpose for that? 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall Mr. Tom Huston expressed an interest 
in the organization and who might have been connected with it. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Did you understand why Mr. Huston 
was concerned with the organization? Was it thought to be de- 
veloping into another Brookings Institute type of organization? 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m not certain just what Mr. Huston’s interest 
in it was. My function and role was just to ascertain where they 
were located, and who was connected with them. I think Mr. 
Huston would be your best witness there. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ask Mr. Ulasewicz to conduct this in- 
quiry ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And this memorandum reflects the nature of the 
substance of this inquiry? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. Turning to tab 5 2 , a memorandum dated June 24, 
1971, from yourself to Mr. Dean, concerning McGovern’s fund- 
raising; I think those are your initials on the memorandum. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Who asked you to conduct the investigation into 
the McGovern fundraising 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Lackritz. Was this potentially valuable political informa- 
tion for the upcoming campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t know if I would go as far as to say po- 
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tentially valuable political information for the upcoming cam- 
paign; it was a piece of information that I was directed to obtain, 
and I did so. What the rationality behind it was, only Mr. Dean 
could respond to that. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. And do you recognize the memorandum 
dated July 1, 1971? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And do you know if there was any subsequent 
discussion of what to do with the information? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no knowledge of any subsequent activity 
in this area. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lackritz. Back on the record. To speed things up some- 
what — 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, that would be a good idea. 

Mr. Lackritz. Let me shift the questions to purely late summer 
of 1971. During that period of time, Mr. Caulfield, did you discuss 
with any other individual the formulation of a private security 
firm? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Which individual was that? 

Mr. Caulfield. Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Lackritz. What was his reaction to it? 

Mr. Caulfield. He asked me to submit in writing some of my 
thoughts with respect to a private detective organization. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see, and then you prepared such a proposal for 
Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And what was that called? 

Mr. Caulfield. We called it “Operation Sandwedge.” 

Mr. Lackritz. And in this operation — what were the functions 
that operation would fulfill? 

Mr. Caulfield. Substantially a private security entity which 
would handle the needs of the campaign organization. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, among the functions that this organization 
was supposed to fulfill, was it supposed to have an offensive in- 
telligence capability? 

Mr. Caulfield. That was suggested; yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And was it suggested that this organization was 
to have a covert intelligence-gathering capability? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. 

Mr. Lexzner. When you first talked to Mr. Dean about it, how 
did he describe what he wanted? 

Mr. Caulfield. What do you mean? 

Mr. Lenzjster. When he described this new apparatus, what ex- 
actly was he describing that he wanted you to prepare ? 

Mr. Caulfield. We had just general verbal discussions on it, and 
he asked me to put my thoughts on paper, which I did. 

Mr. Sears. I don’t think it was a matter of Mr. Dean telling Mr. 
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Caulfield his thoughts on what he ought to prepare. It was Mr. 
Dean saying write up what you think should be done; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lexzxer. But your thoughts on it went beyond simply a 
Pinkerton- type operation, something with additional capability. 

Mr. Caulfield. My thoughts went beyond and looked toward 
the future in terms of having ongoing political security — a security 
entity in place, following the campaign. 

Mr. Lackritz. I would like to show you, Mr. Caulfield, tab 31 1 2 
of these documents, and ask you to identify that memorandum on 
Operation Sandwedge. 

Now, on the first page of the memorandum, the first paragraph, 
you talk about, “to ensure that the major offensive intelligence and de- 
fensive security requirements of the entire campaign and Republican 
Convention would be professionally structured, programed” — what 
did you mean by “offensive intelligence” ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Information which would be of value during 
the course of the political campaign. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did that include the placement of infiltrators in 
opposition campaigns ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Would you repeat that? 

Mr. Lackritz. Would the offensive capabilities include place- 
ment of infiltrators into opposition campaigns? 

Mr. Sears. Well, I might object to the use of the word “infil- 
trators.” 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. 

Mr. Sears. I think it would be fair to say that some intelligence 
gathering from the opposition campaign was encompassed by that. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, did the offensive capabilities envision place- 
ment of undercover personnel in the opposition campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, bearing in mind that is a suggestive memo- 
randum and open to discussion following its being Avritten, I would 
say that was a potential consideration. 

Mr. Lackritz. A potential consideration? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. 1 take it on page 5, where you discuss the offen- 
sive capabilities of the proposed organization — page 5 under A. 
“Supervise penetration of nominees’ entourage and headquarters 
with undercover personnel” — that is what you were referring to? 

Mr. Caulfield. That is a suggestion open to discussion. 

' Mr. Lackritz. Right, that Avas a suggestion for the proposed 
organization. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Noav, under B.— — 

Mr. Lekzner. Let me just interrupt for a moment because on 
September 22, 1971, referring to tab 11 2 of the materials, you wrote 
a memorandum to Dean Avith regard to Buckley, which, as you 
indicated to us in your prior interviews Avas Avith regard — you 
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knew that Buckley was involved and engaged in the placement 
of a chauffeur in Muskie’s operation. 

So, at least by September 1971 this was an activity that was 
already being conducted. 

Mr. Caulfield. But not with my concurrence. 

Mr. Lenzner. I didn’t say it was with your concurrence, all I 
am saying was you certainly knew it was perceived as an acceptable 
political activity. 

Mr. Sears The memo in tab 31, of course, was written long before 
this. The one that you are referring to was written September 22. 

Mr. Lenzner. When was the Sandwedge memo written? 

Mr. Caulfield. The best I can recall, it was in July of 1971, 
sometime around July. But, I see no connection between the two. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you have discussions with people with 
regard to the subject matter of surveillance, of penetration of the 
opposition party’s campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. As I indicated, that was a suggestion back in 
July. The Buckley memorandum which you speak of was entirely 
outside my area. 

Mr. Lenzner. But I say, did you have discussions with other 
individuals with regard to the concept of penetration of the oppo- 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t understand the meaning, 
sition campaign? 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you discuss the subject of penetration of the 
opposition campaign with other individuals? 

Mr. Sears. Other than Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Lenzner. Other than Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Caulfield. I may have had a discussion on that matter with 
Mr. Ulasewicz as a general topic of discussion; but nothing ever 
came of it. 

Mr. Lenzker. Any other individuals? What I am trying to find 
out, was that your own idea, or was that someone else’s idea? 

Mr. Sears. I think it is fair to say that Mr. Caulfield’s under- 
standing at the time he wrote the memo that is in tab 31 here, 
that it was a normal kind of thing in political campaigns to be 
either in touch with people who are working with other candidates’ 
entourages, or indeed to have people that you already knew get 
jobs with them. Where he got that impression, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. That is my next question. Is that the impression 
you had, and if so, how did you get that impression, what experi- 
ence did you base that on? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, without getting involved in a lot of spe- 
cifics, I think it’s fair to say that practices of the type I suggested 
should come under discussion, or are generally recognized as being 
pro forma in the area of political campaigns. 

And, as I indicated to you a year ago, we had every reason to 
believe that activities of that type were engaged in by the opposi- 
tion party in the 1968 campaign. And I think if one looked closely, 
one could find that the practice was not dreamed up in July, or 
September of 1971, but has been around for probably as long as 
political campaigns have been ongoing. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Did you discuss the penetration of opposition 
campaigns with Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Or with Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, never did with Mr. Mitchell, and the only 
reason I hesitated a second on Mr. Ehrlichman, T think he said at 
one time that he had seen some sort of a proposal along those lines, 
which I don’t recall submitting to him. I recall submitting this to 
Mx. Dean, and having discussions with him about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, you knew it was going to be submitted above 
Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Caulfield. He led me to believe that, but I had no specific 
information as to who he sat with and discussed it. 

Mr. Lenzner. You knew that Mr. Dean wasn’t going to make the 
final decision on it. 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

| Mr. Lenzner. Did he not tell you at some point that he was 
going to discuss this with Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think he did, yes. But I did not know, and I 
still don’t know today whether or not this particular document 
was in fact submitted to them. I have no idea, I have no way of 
knowing that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, didn’t you have occasion to talk with Mr. 
Mitchell directly about the feasibility of going forward with it in 
the fall of 1971? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, not this specific document. I never had any 
specific conversation with Mr. Mitchell on this specific document. 
Mr. Dean has testified that he discussed it with Mr. Mitchell, and 
emanating from that the word “Sandwedge” became a word between 
the two of them. 

I think the record will show that the interpretation of Sandwedge 
became confused along the lines. Mr. Mitchell was referring to Sand- 
wedge having to do with the inquiry up — who was that Republican 
Congressman that ran 

Mr. Lackritz. McCloskey. 

Mr. Caulfield. McCloskey — as a Sandwedge activity, where Mr. 
Ulasewicz went up and conducted an inquiry as to the status of the 
McCloskey campaign. 

Mr. Lekzner. Well, I think you described that, I don’t want to go 
into that; it was described as a Sandwedge type penetration. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I don’t like the word “penetration”, a Sand- 
wedge type inquiry is the word used in the memo. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, going back to the Sandwedge proposal itself, 
Mr. Caulfield, what did you mean on page 5 under B, Offensive — 
you say “black bag capability — discuss privately.” What is a black 
bag capability ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, what I meant by that was the carrying of 
moneys that might be collected in a political campaign. What I meant 
to propose by that was that Mr. Ulasewicz and anyone else that might 
be connected with such a proposed undertaking would have the capa- 
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bility to supervise the security of the carrying of moneys which 
might be collected during the course of a campaign. 

I was well aware that there was a significant amount of that type 
of activity going on, and I felt that this particular entity could provide 
that type of service. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me go off the record for a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lexzner. Back on the record. 

Since this is a continuation of previous testimony, can you explain 
what the relationship is between black bag capability and covert steps 
necessary to minimize Democratic voting violations? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, you’ve got to go back to what I mean by 
minimizing Democratic voting violations in Illinois. 

Mr. Sears. It could suggest the payment of money to informants 
that might know something about voting violations, that kind of 
thing. 

You have to keep in mind that this memo was written by a 
fellow who was really looking for a job, trying to cover those items 
that he felt people who would be reading it might be interested in, 
to show some awareness and some sophistication about the kinds 
of things that he thought went on in political campaigns. 

Now, it is true in politics “black bag” means money, it is often 
referred to that way, cash money that is moving in some fashion. 

Mr. Caulfield. I would like to support the comments made by 
my attorney, and I think it would be fair to say that I — again, I 
would like to repeat I know what a “black bag” is, and I know what 
a “bag job” is, and they are two entirely different things, there 
is a world of difference. 

I have been working with the FBI in my whole police career, 
and I am thoroughly familiar with what the words “bag job” 
mean, and they do not mean “black bag”. 

A “black bag” is a term common to the carrying of money in a 
political campaign; that was my intent there. Possibly for use, as my 
attorney indicates, to insure that there were not Democratic voting 
violations as there were in the 1960 campaign in Illinois and Texas. 

Mr. Lenzxer. And that is the interpretation that you stand by 
with regard to the Special Prosecutor’s office? 

Mr. Caulfield. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lexzner. And you so testified before the grand jury? 

Mr. Caulfield. I recall testifying to this document before the 
grand jury, but I don’t know that the questions you asked were 
specifically asked there. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you intend this memo to cover the pos- 
sible needs of breaking and entering into particular locations? 

Mr. Caulfield. Absolutely not. I think the record will show that 
other than the comments here in this document, that is all there 
ever was in connection with this. 

Mr. Lexzner. It strikes me that an effort to insure that voting 
violations be minimized by paying informants would be a defen- 
sive, and not an offensive capability. An offensive capability, I 
believe, would be to offensively do something, which would be 
breaking and entering a particular location 
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Mr. Sears. It might be to offensively pay some people to let you 
know what is going on in the area of specific voting violations. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, was there an effort, or an attempt to pay 
election officials? 

Mr. Caulfield. Possibly. I mean, it’s such a vague and wide area. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I am asking what you intended when you 
wrote it. You must have had some intention in mind. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, my intention when I wrote it was, I was 
fully aware with the allegations that in 1960 there were substan- 
tive violations in Illinois and Texas. 

Now, if moneys were necessary to pay people, to insure that 
didn’t happen, and you want to call that “black bag”, fine. That 
was my intention. 

But the indication by Mr. Lenzner that conceivably, that might 
have been suggestive of burglary, that was certainly not my inten- 
tion. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, why did you put in parentheses 
“discuss privately”? 

Mr. Caulfield. Because I wanted to be given the opportunity 
to explain exactly what I meant; but was never so given an oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Lackritz. By Mr. Dean? 

Mr. Caulfield. By Mr. Dean or anyone. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Dean ever ask what “black bag” meant? 

Mr. Caulfield. If he did, I explained it to him as I did to you. 

I don’t have any recollection as to whether or not we went over 
this specific point. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any knowledge as to whether that 
recommendation was carried out in the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Caulfield. With regard to voting violations in Illinois and 
Texas? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Caulfield. I do know that the late Mr. Chotiner was in 
charge of 

Mr. Sears. Security. 

Mr. Caulfield [continuing]. Was in charge of security in con- 
nection with it nationwide. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was he given a black bag of money? 

Mr. Caulfield. I have no knowledge of that. I know that he was 
paid and had a staff to perform those duties. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if any officials were paid with those 
funds ? 

Mr. Caulfield. As the record indicates, I was not involved in the 
1972 campaign. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m just asking you, do you have any information, 
whether you were involved, or not ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Caulfield, I would like to go back to page 3 
of the same document, in paragraph E, on page 3. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. You state in paragraph E — “principal, related 
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to a known Baltimore Costa Nostra figure and released from Fed- 
eral service * * * is now in charge of Hughes’ security operation 
in Las Vegas.” 

Was the source of your information the Hughes people, or M 
O’Brien? 

Mr. Sears. The source of the 

Mr. Lackritz. Was this individual a source of yours for infor- 
mation ? 

Mr. Caulfield. This was mentioned to me in the course of social 
conversation, and I’ll try to think by whom. I’m trying to think 
if it was someone in the Secret Service and if it was a social con- 
versation — or someone else from one of the Federal agencies. I 
just don’t recall. 

It was put in there as a further boost to the selling of the docu- 
ment, which is really what it is. It is a document designed to inter- 
est people in the formation of a private security organization. 

Mr. Lackritz. I understand that. Who was this individual to 
whom you were referring? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t recall just now. All I do recall, is it com- 
ing from a social contract. , 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you referring to Mr. Golden in that para- 
graph ? 

Mr. Caulfield. I doubt it for the simple reason that I didn’t 
discuss security principles with Jim Golden. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, did you have knowledge 

Mr. Caulfield. I can’t see telling — Mr. Golden telling me that 
information. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, who is the intelligence principal that you 
are referring to there? 

Mr. Caulfield. The name was given to me, and I don’t think I 
could have even recalled it when I wrote that. That’s probably 
why I put it down that way. 

Mr. Lenzxer. You have no recollection now who that is ? 

Mr. Caulfield. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember who told you? 

Mr. Caulfield. No, I don’t recall. As I say, it could be someone 
from the Secret Service ; or it could have been from other sources 
in the law enforcement community. I don’t want to take a stab at 
a name. That would be entirely off base, I just don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Mr. Boggs was familiar with the Hughes 
interests from his days in Los Angeles; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes, but I’m pretty sure it wasn’t from Mr. 
Boggs. 

Mr. Lenzner. Would you say that again? 

Mr. Caulfield. I don’t think Boggs was terribly familiar with 
Intertel. I think his involvement out there was long before Intertel 
was formed. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, do you have any recollection which a law-en- 
forcement officer had discussions with you in this regard who 
worked with Intertel? 

Mr. Caulfield. I think you have to be aware that around the time 
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of Intertel being a topic of discussion in the intelligence commu- 
nity, there were a number of people that had a lot to say about 
Intertel. It was generally recognized as a class of the retired 
Federal intelligence community, and Intertel frequently came up 
in the course of social conversations amongst many people. The 
Hughes, controversy brought that to a head in many social con- 
versations. I just can’t put a name on who might have told me. 

Mi*. Lackritz. OK, I would like you to turn to page 4 of that 
same document, Mr. Caulfield. In the second paragraph on that 
page it states, 

It is recommended that consideration be given to have Intertel neutralized 
by Justice to preclude such developments from taking place or to discourage 
consideration by O’Brien or Stephen Smith. 


What do you mean by neutralizing Intertel by Justice ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, again, the conversation in the law-enforce- 
ment community alleged that Intertel had unauthorized access to 
sensitive Government files in many areas. 

| Mr. Lackritz. Yes. 

| Mr. Sears. It was simply suggesting that a stop be put to that. 
; Mr. Caulfield. That is correct. 


Mr. Lackritz. And what did you mean, just simply not allow 
them that access to those files any more, when you say “neutralized” ? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, that would have been by intent. I viewed it 
as an unwarranted access on the part of an organization. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Well, did you ever intend that Justice try to mount 
an investigation for possible criminal prosecution ultimately re- 
sulting in an indictment of the individuals? 


Mr. Caulfield. Ultimately 
Mr. Lenzxer. Or threatenin 
tion ? 


resulting in an indictment? No. 
g any kind of a criminal investiga- 


Mr. Caulfield. My feeling was that there should have been an 
inquiry into that to see if, in fact, what was being told had any 
substance. 


Mr. Lexzxer. But you were not interested in possible criminal 
prosecution. 

I Mr. Caulfield. No. 


Mr. Sears. I suppose that the fact ivhether it warranted some 
criminal prosecution would have been up to the Justice Depart- 
ment. 


Mr. Caulfield. I didn’t make any such recommendation. 

Mr. Sears. That is different from that. 

Mr. Lexzner. Now, why don’t you look at the paragraph below 
the one you have just been reading. 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And one sentence there says — “indictment of In- 
tertel principals would effectively minimize this threat, create a 
potentially debilitating intelligence weakness for O’Brien’s forces and 
force them to try other, less sophisticated sources.” 

I would suggest to you that the word “neutralized” by directing 
Justice to open a case meant exactly that, that you were seeking 
bud recommending that if criminal prosecution were possible, an 
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indictment be pursued by the Department of Justice. Do you want 
to respond? 

Mr. Caulfield. I would like to have the question again. 

Mr. Lenzner. The question was, that the language here seems 
to clearly intend a recommendation that the Department of Justice 
neutralize Intertel by a criminal investigation, with a possible ulti- 
mate result of an indictment of Intertel’s principals. 

Mr. Caulfield. I would like to respond by saying that I view the 
wordage here given me by Mr. Lenzner — I point out that informa- 
tion came to my attention indicating that Intertel was unlawfully 
receiving information from Government files, and my intent here 
was to see if, in fact, that was the case because it was further indi- 
cated that there was a hazard that the use of this particular infor- 
mation might be used for political purposes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And going back to page 1 of your so-called Opera- 
tion Sandwedge, you indicate there that Lawrence O’Brien — or 
you suggested that he had a strong covert intelligence effort against 
us in 1972. Were you relating that to the Intertel organization? 

Mr. Caulfield. That was an assumption, an intelligence assump- 
tion that one could make, based upon all of the loose facts that are 
outlined in the memorandum. 

Mr. Lenzner. By the way, do you know if the FBI had the 
capability and conducted transfers of moneys from place to place, 
a black-bag capability that you referred to before? 

Mr. Caulfield. Say that again. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have information, or were you aware 
whether the FBI had black-bag capability in transferring funds 
from person to person, and place to place? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, in the intelligence community I am sure 
that from time to time moneys are transmitted for local law-en- 
forcement purposes; if that is what you mean. 

Mr. Lenzner. Is that described, in Bureau parlance, as a black- 
bag operation? 

Mr. Caulfield. I heard of black bag — black bag to me and to 
many people I know in the political sector refers to the carrying of 
moneys. Bag job, in the intelligence community, means a burglary. 

Mr. Lenzner. And what does black bag mean in the intelligence 
community, in the Bureau parlance? 

Mr. Caulfield. I’m not so sure that is used in the intelligence 
community, black bag. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, turn to page 2 of your memorandum, and 
paragraph C 

Mr. Caulfield. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I quote, “Jack O’Connell, known by his col- 
leagues to have been a black-bag specialist while at the Bureau. . . .” 
Was he known as a man who did bag jobs, or as a man who carried 
cash from place to place? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, I would have to say that is an incorrect way 
to put it. 

Mr. Lenzner. He was known to be a bag man, then. 

Mr. Caulfield. A “black-bag specialist”. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Which means breaking and entering for the placing 
of electronic surveillance; am I correct? 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, breaking and entering— placing of elec- 
tronic surveillance would be a better way to put it. 

Mr. Lackritz. What it means is surreptitious entry. 

Mr. Caulfield. For national security purposes, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. If necessary, right? 

Mr. Caulfield. If necessary? 

Mr. Lenzner. If it is necesary to enter a premise. 

Mr. Caulfield. For national security purposes? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. And I suggest to you that perhaps you mis- 
used the word black bag there, and you also misused it in the sub- 
sequent reference that we have just been discussing. 

Mr. Caulfield. Well, that is a suggestion you can make, but I 
have already explained what I meant by it, what the intent was. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I would suggest to you, Mr. Sears and Mr. 
Caulfield, there are a number of other points in this memorandum 
we want to go over; and I think it might be useful for you and 
Mr. Sears to review this document at some length before we con- 
tinue this interrogation. 

So, I end it again with the instruction, I want you to understand, 
Marc, and Emily, that this information will not be transmitted in 
typewritten form, except the transcript that is provided by the 
stenographer, which will be sent in sealed condition to Senator 
Ervin’s office. 

Mr. Lackritz. The transcript is going to be sealed? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. So, the session stands recessed. 

Mr. Lenzner. Subject to setting another day. Do you want to 
set another day right now? 

Mr. Sears, A week from today. 

Mr. Lenzner. Fine. 

[Whereupon, at 2:45 p.m., the executive session in the above- 
entitled matter was adjourned, to reconvene on Saturday March 23, 

1974.] 

/ 
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Caulfield Exhibit No. 1 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


Tab 1 


August 4, 1970* 

MEMORANDUM FOR BOB HALDEMAN 

✓ 

FROM: BILL SAFIRE 


According to Newsweek, Larry O’Brien (along 
with Cliff White) will be on the board of directors 
of an "international consulting firm. " Lobbying 
for foreign governments without the appearance 
of lobbying, I guess. 

Can’t we raise a big fuss about this? Insist that 
he register as a foreign agent, demand to know 
what fees he will be getting for what work and 
"to what extent the Democratic National Committee 
is available for sale to foreign governments"? 

We could have a little fun with this and keep O’Brien 
on the defensive. 
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MEMORANDUM 

* 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

/ 

WASHINGTON 

CONFIDENTIAL 


August 5, 1970 


MEMORANDUM FOR: MR. DEAN * 


Will you please look into this, find out what the fact 
are and see what we can do* 



Attachment 
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A BREAK FOR THE YANKEE DOLLAR 

South Vietnam’s President Tliicu has finally yield- 
ed to U.S. urging and agreed to at least a partial 
devaluation of the piaster. At present, U.S. dol- 
lars sent into Saigon (an estimated $500 million 
a year) buy only 118 piasters apiece at the official 
rate, while the free- or black-market rate is 360. 
Under the new plan, these U.S. dollars will be 
'exchanged officially at about 235 piasters. 

PEKING FACES WEST 

Red China is accelerating a diplomatic buildup 
in East Europe. Peking will soon establish full re- 
lations with Tito’s Yugoslavia and has ordered 
its ally Albania to do the same. The French offi- 
cials who recently visited Mao are convinced 
China can do this because it has recovered from 
its cultural revolution. The French also expect 
Red Chinas No. 2 man, Chou En-lai, to visit 
France and East Europe within the next year. 

CLOUT, 1HC . ' 

A high-powered new international consulting 
firm ( New York, Washington, London) will boast 
some of the top political operators in the U.S. 
Called Public Affairs Analysts, it is headed by 
F. Clifton While (a top 1964 Goldwater aide), 
backed up by Joseph Neapolitan (sometime cam- 
paign strategist for JFK, LBJ, Hubert Humphrey 
and, last year, Filipino President Marcos) and 
includes Larry O’Brien, Democratic National 
Chairman, as a director. The firm will not handle 
campaigns in the U.S. but will specialize in gov- 
ernment relations. 

LONG'S LONE HAND 

Despite the implacable opposition of its chair- 
man, Russell Long of Louisiana, the belting now 
is that the Senate Finance Committee will OK 
the Administration's family-assistance program 
—and almost in the form the President wants. 
The White House, which can count on liberal 
Democratic support on Long’s committee, now 
has lined up such solidly conservative GOP mem- 
bers as Wallace Bennett of Utah, Jack Miller of 
Iowa and Len Jordan of Idaho. * 

' WHO LOVES THE SS T? 

William Magrudcr, the test pilot and engineer 
brought to Washington to ramrod the Adminis- 
tration’s campaign to gel Senate support for the 
controversial SST airplane, has found his tough- 
est opponents within the Administration itself. 


Treasury Secretary Kennedy, for example, dis- 
misses the whole idea as a frill. The Senate is ex- 
pected to vote on SST funds in about five necks. 

NOW, THE ANTI- ANTI- MISSILE 

Those long-range Soviet missile tests in the Pa- 
cific last week demonstrated two points: (I) the 
Minulemun-lype Russian SS-11 is now a multiple- 
threat weapon (the warheads tested included two 
decoys plus the metallic chaff used to fool radar); 
and (2) Moscow, which has about 800 of these 
missiles, has produced in three years a weapon 
that can penetrate the ABM defense the U.S. is 
still developing. 

THIS CUSTOMER IS ALWAYS RIGHT 

Iraq has added a new twist to the unremitting 
anti-U.S. campaign it started when Washington 
and Baghdad broke relations three years ago. 
The Iraqis have ordered that the modem U.S. 
Embassy in Baghdad (which the Bc-lgians have 
been tending) be sold to an “authorized” buyer. 
Thu lone authorized buyer— Iraq. 

HANOI TAKES NO CHANCES 

Bombing raids against North Vietnam have been 
halted (except for a rare strike to protect scout 
planes) since November 196$, but Hanoi is not 
relaxing. It still maintains a net of 4,000 ack-ack 
artillery and machine-gun sites, almost 500 radar 
points and 40 batteries of Soviet missiles. 

THE JAWBONE THAT FAILED 

Despite the President’s strong beefs about the 
failure of Congress to tax leaded gasoline (and 
thus cut air pollution and raise revenues), his 
chances look slim. The tax-writing House Ways 
and Means Committee is dead set against it be- 
cause, as its No. .2 Democrat, Ilalc Boggs of Loui- 
siana, grandly puts it: “We don’t believe the pow- 
er to tax should be used as the power to destroy.” 

THE HIGH COST OF SAVING 

Though costs of the Vietnam war are down by 
half— from $29 billion to $14.5 billion— Defense 
Secretary Laird is busy showing how the “saving” 
is far less. Privately, Laird gave Congress 
this arithmetic: keeping up the combat troops 
that have left Vietnam but arc still on duly takes 
$4.5 billion; inflation and pay raises add $5.9 bil- 
lion. Even with $2.$ billion pared from non- Viet 
spending, Laird ends up with $G.9 billion, the 
exact sum trimmed from his new budget. 
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DISCREET INQUIRY RELATIVE TO A NEWLY FORMED ORGANIZATION KNOWN 
AS PUBLIC AFFAIRS ANALYSTS 


Discreet inquiry was made in connection with Bob Haldcman f s 
direction to look into an organization known as' Public Affairs 
Analysts. Such information was brought to H.R.H. 1 s attention 
in a memorandum by Bill Safire resulting from a news item in 
an August 10, 1970 Newsweek, a copy of which is attached hereto. 


Inquiry reveals that an organization known as Public Affairs 
Analysts is currently located at 1028 Connecticut Avenue, N.W, , 
Washington, D.C. Telephone #296-6024. These offices of subject* 
firm are housed at the above address in r- building known as the 
La Salle Building. The firm occupies Room j/6l& and is described 
as a two door office with only fair furnishings. It has been 
determined that the rental for such office amounts to $300.00 
per month and has been continually occupied for the past five 
years by Joseph Napoli tan Associates . 


A discreet interview of the rental agent located on the premises 
reveals that the firm of Public Affairs Analysts initiated 
business at the aLovc location un uuly **-p, I9f0 at the ciirec non 
of Mr. Joseph Napolitan, 


Listed below are the names of individuals affiliated with an 
apparent group of businesses using the above described offices: 
Joseph Napolitan, Claud J. Desautels, Barns Munson Howard, Oscar 
Jager, and E. K. Blunt. Additionally the below indicated firms 
conduct business from the subject office: Joseph Napolitan 

' Associates, Campaign Consultants, Murray Watson, Ltd., University 
of Chicago- Club and Public Affairs Analysts. 

Source advises that a discreet look at the interior office structure 
of the subject business indicates an answering service type environ- 
ment with staffing Inconsistent with the number of firms listed 
as doing business at that location. 


YThile further inquiry will continue as to the structure and operation 
of the firm Public Affairs Analysts, it appears at this time that 
the firm is operating in shoestring fashion and may well be an 
ad hoc medium by which a group of well connected politicians can 
have on-going office spa.ee with a view towards taking advantage of 
the needs of candidates for professional advise and guidance. This 
is a common practice and one that is not alien to the Republican side 
. of the coin. 
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Relative to the international consulting aspects of this new 
firm, a discreet inquiry will have to he accomplished either 
from friends in the business or more directly from contact with 
F. Clifton White who is listed in the attached article as heading 
up the subject firm. It seems to me that Dick Kliendienst would 
be in the best position to make this determination because of 
his longtime association with V/hite. Advise if you wish for me 
to pursue this particular aspect. 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


August 17, 1970 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN DEAN 
SUBJECT: Public Affairs Analysts 


For some time Cliff White and Joe Napolitan have had a coopera- 
tive arrangement in which they pool their political contacts with 
corporations and other organizations in order to market their services 
as political consultants. Generally, the idea has been to provide 
corporations with programs for employee political education --a 
nonpartisan ’'public affairs” program. Obviously, this type of service 
can be more easily marketed if it is clearly nonpartisan, which is why 
White and Napolitan decided to pool their efforts. From a business 
standpoint, this venture was designed to provide two political operatives 
with bread and butter in non-eLection years. 

Napolitan has had some success in selling his political consulting 
services abroad. Apparently last fall, he and White met with some 
European political consultants in Florence and discussed those things 
which n pols” world-wide find of mutual interest. Shortly thereafter, 
Public Affairs Analysts (PAA) was established as yet another 
White/Napolitan operation. 

« 

As I can piece the story together, Larry O’Brien purchased from 
Napolitan some stock in the new enterprise. I am unsure of the precise 
amount, but it is less than 10% of the stock outstanding. By virtue of 
his stock interest, O’Brien was elected to the Board of Directors. He 
has no management responsibility and no authority in the day-to-day 
operations of the business. 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


Public Affairs Analysts is not a lobbying outfit, but a political 
consulting firm. At the present time, it has no foreign clients, 
although obviously it hopes to get some. Counsel for PAA is a 
prominent New York law firm which would be sure to advise White 
of the legal implications of any business arrangement with a foreign 
interest. Knowing the firm as well as Cliff, I am confident that any 
arrangement would be not only legal but prudent, 

0’Brien ! s relationship with PAA is so minor that I would think 
it unworthy of further investigation. 

HUSTON 
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August 18, 1970 


CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR H.R. HALDEMAN 

By a memorandum of August 5, 1970, you requested that I look into 
a suggestion from Bill Safire that we "raise a big fuss' 1 about 
Larry O'Brien's reported (NEWSWEEK) involvement in an "inter- 
national consulting firm." 

Attached is the NEWSWEEK article indicating O'Brien's involvement 
in Public Affairs Analysts (PAA) along with Clifton White and 
Joseph Napolitan. PAA is located in an office on Connecticut 
Avenue in a location that has been leased for the past five years 
by Joseph Napolitan; some five different firms conduct business 
out of this office. For some time White and Napolitan have had 
a cooperative arrangement in which they pool their political 
contacts with corporations and other organizations in order to 
market their services as political consultants. The concept is 
to provide corporations with programs for employee political 
education of a non-partisan "public affairs" nature. Obviously 
this type of service can best be marketed if it is non-partisan 
and this is apparently why White and Napolitan have pooled their 
resources. 

Napolitan has had some success in selling his political consulting 
services abroad. The NEWSWEEK article notes his involvement with 
President Marcos of the Philippines. I understand that last fall 
Napolitan and White met with some European 'political consultants 
in Florence and discussed areas of mutual interest. Shortly 
thereafter PAA was established as another White/Napolitan operation. 
Apparently Larry O'Brien purchased stock in the new enterprise 
from Napolitan; while the precise amount of stock is not known, 
it is estimated to be less than 10 percent of the stock outstanding. 
By virtue of this stock interest, O'Brien was elected to the Board 
of Directors -- as reported ih the NEWSWEEK article. O'Brien has 
no management responsibilities and no involvement in the day to day 
operations of the business. Apparently his present activities with 
PAA are rather limited. 
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Based on the information that I have been able to obtain, I would 
recommend that no action be taken regarding O'Brien's involvement 
in PM. To date they have done nothing that would require them 
to register under the Foreign Agents Registration Act and I think 
we can assume that they are well aware of the requirements to 
register because Napolitan has registered, when necessary, in 
the past. The involvement of Clifton White also makes it doubtful 
whether any political gain can be made from focusing on O'Brien's 
involvement and it might have a detrimental impact on White 1 s 
efforts to manage the Buckley campaign in New York State. 


John W. Dean 


A TRUE COPY 
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-MORANDUM 


r 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


Tab 2 


A**. 


. t- t tr%. r*vj 


January. 15, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR ROY GOODEARLE 


Bob Bennett, son of Senator Wallace Bennett of Utah, has just left 
the Department of Transportation to take over the Mullen Public 
Relations firm here in Washington. Bob is a trusted loyalist and a 
good friend. We intend to use him on a variety of outside projects. 

One oi Bob’s new clients is Howard Hughes. I'm sure I need not 
explain the political implications of having Hughes' affairs handled 
here in Washington by a close friend. As you know, Larry O'Brien 
has been the principal Hughes man in Washington, This move could 
signal quite a shift in terms of the politics and money that Hughes 
represents. 

\ 

Bennett tells me that one of the yardsticks by which Hughes measures 
the effectiveness of his Washington lobbyist is the important people 
he knows; that's how O'Brien got on board. Bob Bennett tells me 
that he has never met the Vice President and that it would enhance 
his position greatly if we could find an appropriate occasion for him 
to come in and spend a little time talking with the Vice President. 
Maybe you can think of a better way to do this than a meeting in the 
office? maybe there is a social occasion that Bennett could be included 
in on. The important thing from our standpoint is to enhance Bennett's 
position with Hughes because Bennett gives us real access to a source 
of power that can be valuable, and it's in our interest to build him up. 
Could I have your thoughts on this please? 


t W-0 # A 

Cnarles W, Colson 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 22, 1971 



Initial inquiry indicates that it will be most difficult to 
prove a direct financial transaction between Lawrence O’Brien 
and Howard Hughes. A reliable source postures the subject 
retainer. in this manner: 


O’Brien and Robert Mayhew are longtime Boston area associates, 
going back to the early or pre-Kennedy days. During the 
Kennedy Administration, assertedly, there was continuous liaison 


between G’Britu and Mayhew • 


. . /> I TV..* . T 9 * _ » n • J »T 

midi U Di ic ii xci u uic mix oc iiuutic; 


and prior to becoming Postmaster General, Mayhew offered O’Brien 
a piece of the Hughes action in Las Vegas (believed to be 
$100,000) and O'Brien came close to accepting. 


O’Brien decided against it. Subsequently, after leaving the 
government, O'Brien formed a Washington-New York based P.R. 
firm bringing along one Claude Desautels } his Executive 
Assistant at the Post Office. 

tty source states the Hughes-0 ’Brien financial retainer transactions 
were handled between Desautels and Mayhew with O’Brien one step 
removed. 


Assertedly, such retainer, continued until the recent Mayhew disaster 
in Vegas. 

This is an interim report. I have asked for additional information. 
Will forward when received. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H INGTON 

January 25, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN. II 
FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: HUGHES RETAINER 


r 

* TO' LARRY O' 


BRIEN AND RELATED MATTERS 


A follow-up inquiry regarding this matter discloses the following: 


O'Brien, following his departure from government as Postmaster 
General, established a public relations firm. This occurred during 
1969* At that time, serious negotiations took place between 
O’Brien and Mayhew for O’Briens firm to represent the Hughes interests 
in Washington. No hard evidence of the fee to be involved is 
available. Knowledgeable sources assert $100,000 was the amount 
under consideration. 

It is alleged that for unknown reasons the above discussed retainer 
did noj materialize in this manner. Rather, O'Brien's longtime 
confidant Claude Desautels formed a *P.R. type organization named 
DeSautels Associates, 1725 I Street, N.W., Washington, D.C., 

Tel. # 296-1338. It is reliably reported that this firm had handled 
the Hughes interests on Capitol Hill up until the Kayhew-Hughes 
controversy in Vegas. The fee involved for such undertaking is not 
known to my source. 

* 

As one gets closer to Mayhew* s dealings, it becomes evident that his 
tentacles touch many extremely sensitive areas of government, each 
one of which is frought with potential for Jack Anderson type exposure. 
For examp 1b t ■ - 

Mayhew apparently forwarded Hughes' political contributions, personally, 
to both parties over the last ten years. It is asserted that he 
dealt with one Vic Johnson, now deceased, who was one of Richard Nixon's 
fund raisers over the years* 


Former Californian Republican Congressman Pat Hillings is very close to 
Murray Chotiner, Hillings has been retained by Mayhew in connection with 
Hughes' interests for years. 

Former F.B.I. agent Dick Danner has been an aide to Mayhew. Danner is a 
close associate of former Senator Smathers and professes a friendship 
with Bebe Reboso. I have reason to believe the Danner- Reboso relationship 
is peripheral at best. 
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Memorandum for John W. Dean - January 2 5, 1971 

From: Jack Caulfield 

Page two 


Clark Cliffords law firm has been the Washington representative 
of the Hughes legal interests in Washington for a number of years 

Mayhew was a close associate of rogue F.B.I. agent John Frank, 
generally believed to have engineered the assassination of Jesus 
de Galindez in New York City on March 12, 1956 on behalf of the 
assassinated Rafael Trujillo. 

It seems to me that before any action is taken vis a vis O’Brien 
and the Hughes retainer, we should authorize an in depth analysis 
of all (CIA, F.B.I. , IRS) information available for White House 
perusal. There is a serious risk here for a counter scandal if 
we move precipitously. 


9751 


January 26, 1971 



h.r. mimrn 


tssstu 

BOBIBSXt 


JOES DEAN 



Pursuant to your memorandum of January IB, 1971, I have conducted 
an inquiry into tbs relationship between Larry O'Brien and Howard 
Hughes. Hy preliminary findings are set forth below. 

first, Iyn Bofxiger, who you thought had been doing scnts work in 
this area, reported that he had no knowledge of specifies, but 
had hearsay inf carnation of the relationship. 

Second, X discussed the matter with Bebe Rebozo who indicated 
that Ms information regarding idle retainer had ease from Robert 
Kaheu, the recently released head of Hughes' Nevada operation. 
Bebe said that this information lad cane to Ms attention at a 
time wheel Kaheu was professing considerable friendliness towards 
the Administration, but that it was not documented Information. 
Bebe indicated that he felt that Maheu had possibly retained 
O'Brien tone Ms services without any direct knowledge by Hughe* 
Massif. Bebe is under the impression that Maheu had a good bit 
of freedom with Hughes' money when running the Nevada operation. 
Bebe further indicated that he felt he could acquire same docu- 
mentation of this fact if given a little time and that be would 
proceed to try to get any information he could. He also re- 
quested that if ary action be taken with regard to Hughes that 
he be notified because of Ms familiarity with the delicacy of 
the relatioasMps as a result of Ms own dealings with the Hughes 
people. 

Third, X have also been informed by a source of Jack Caulfield' a 
that O'Brien and Kaheu axe long time friends from the Boston area, 
a frieadsMp which dates back to early or pre -Kennedy days. 

Oaring the Kennedy Administration, there apparently was a con- 
tinuous liaison between O'Brien and Kaheu. When O'Brien left 
the White House prior to becoming Postmaster General, it is 
alleged that Maheu offered O'Brien a piece of the Hughes action 
in Las Vegas (believed to be about a $100,000 arrangement). 


31-889 0 - 74 -6 
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O'Brien apparently did not accept the offer* After leaving the 
BPV f nw ent , O'Brien famed a Waahingfcon-Hev York baaed public 
relations lira and brought into the firm a nan by the name of 
Claude Desaultels, who had. been O'Brien' a Executive Assistant 
While be was Postmaster General, there is eons basis to believe 
that the Hu$ies -O'Brien financial retainer transactions have been 
handled by Desaultels and Maheu, with O'Brien one step removed. 


Coalfield's source further indicated that Maheu, apparently, was 
the man who forwarded all Hughes' political contributions, per- 
sonally, to both parties over the last ten years. It is asserted 
that he dealt with a man by the name of Vic Johnson (now deceased) 
whs he believed was one of tba Hixon fund raisers over the years* 

I assume this is the Vic Johnson who was with the Congressional 
Campaign Casaittee. It is also noted that farmer Republican 
Congressman Zht Hillings , who is a friend of Murray Chotiner's, 
has been retained by Maheu in connection with the Hughes' interests 
for several years. Zt is fttrther alleged that former FBI Agent 
Dick Banner has served os an aide to Maheu and Danner is an 
associate of former Senator Qaathers and Danner professes a 
friendship with Bebe Rabozo. Z have not confirmed this latter 
fact with Bebe* The Clark Clifford law firm has been the 
Washington representative of the Hughes' legal interests In 
Wftshiifextffli tor a ttLaaber ot y ear Be 


Tourth, Bob Bennett, son of Senator Wallace Bennett of Utah, has 
recently left the Department of Transportation to take over the 
Mullen Public Relations firm here in Washington. Chuck Colson 
Inferos me that Bob Bennett is a trusted and good friend of 
the Administration. One of Bob's now clients is Howard Hughes. 
Bennett informs me that there is no doubt about the fact that 


Larry O'Brien was retained by Howard Hughes sod the contract is 
still in existence. The arrangements were made by Maheu and 
Bennett believes that O'Brien, through hie associate Desaultels, 
is going to seek to have Hughes follow through on the alleged 
retainer contract even though Maheu has been removed. Bennett 
believes that Larry O'Brien has removed himself from the 
operation in a visible way, but for all practical purposes, is 
still involved with the former Larry O'Brien Associates which is 
now run by Desaultels. Bennett believes that Desaultels is 
collecting on the Hughes contract and placing funds in a reserve 
account for O'Brien when O'Brien returns to the firm. Bennett 
sire indicates that be will be going to the West Coast to talk 
about the specifies of bis Hughes relationship with Mr* Cay 
(tbs man who is responsible fix releasing Maheu) . Bennett 
also indicated that he felt confident that if it was necessary 
to document the retainer with O'Brien that be could get the 
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oeoassary information through the Hughes people, hut It would be 
'with the understanding that the documentation would not be used 
in a manner that might enSbarrass Hughes. 

As Z an sure you ere aware, information in this area is eomewhat 
difficult to come by. Bob Bennett appears to be the best source 
readily available. I have requested that he get back in touch 
with m when he returns from California. I will report further 
at that time and shall continue to explore other sources in the 
interim. 

Any other instructions? - — - 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NC TON 

January 28, 1971 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN DEAN . 

/ 

FROM: H. R. HALDEMAN kt 

SUBJECT: Hughes Retainer of Larry O f Brien 


You should continue to keep in contact with Bob Bennett, as well 
asr looking for other sources of information on this subject. Once 


T> , JUL. _ ^ i. _ 1. _ -1- !X1. - c: 1 --.A 

uci V^I\. yvu wiwi mo imaA 


.1 /^i. .. ,1_ 

y «ju alia vjuuv-in. 


Colson should get together and come up with a way to leak the 
appropriate information. Frankly, I can ! t see any way to 
handle this without involving Hughes so the problem of 
"embarrassing" him seems to be a matter of degree. However, 


we should keep Bob Bennett and Bcbe out of it at all costs. 
Please keep me advised of your progress on this and any plans 
you decide on. 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WA SHINGTON 

February 1, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, II 
FROM: JACK CAULFIEED 


SUBJECT: 



HUGHES RETAINER TO LARRY O’BRIEN 


Inquiry regarding the Hughes retainer to O’Brien reveals that 
it can be documented only indirectly in that payment was made 
via the Mahew-Claude De Sautels route (De Sautels is a long time 
confidant of O’Brien). 

The revelation that an 0 ' Brien-Mahew relationship exists poses 
significant hazards in any attempt to make O’Brien accountable 
to the Hughes retainer. Mahev’s controversial activities and 
contacts in both Democratic and Republican circles suggests 
the possibility that forced embarrassment of O'Brien in this 
matter might well shake loose Republican skeletons from the 
closet. 

In this connection, it should be remembered that Don Nixon visited 
the Dominican Republic with a group of wheeler dealers in 
September 1969, who assertedly were connected with Mahev mining 
forces in Nevada. 


Further, former Republican Congressman Pat Hillings has long been 
on the payroll of Hughes in a P.R. capacity. Hillings is very 
close to. Murray Chotiner. Whether or not business arrangements 
have transpired in this area is not known. 


Mahew’s covert activities from his Washington association with CIA 
in the early sixties to his Nevada involvment on behalf of Hughes are 
only generally known here, at this time. It is again suggested 
that in depth information be on hand before pursuing the suggested 
course. 
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MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

' WASHINGTON 

February 3* 1971 


MMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN 
FROM: JACK 

SUBJECT: HUGHES-MAHEU 


I am sure you will find it interesting if you view the 
last half of CBS f s "Sixty Minutes" show last night. 

It dealt >ath the ongoing Hughes controversy, including 
an in depth interview of Mahew. Also an indication of 
Intertel’s activity in Nevada. 
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February 5, 1971 


mmmm mm 


it'ACK CAUmsW 


man 


<S 033 mm 


mmmft 


Would you please arrange for m to view the last half of 
the CBS 60 Mixmtea Show of February 2, 19fl, dealing with 
tha Hc^jos controversy and the interview with Mahon* 
Pleaco confirm the date and tit- a with Jeas* I think X 
should review it ao soon ea possible* 


sas you 
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SUBJECT: HAZARD POSED BY WHITE HOUSE STAFF WITH SECURITY 

OFFICIALS IN HOWARD HUGHES CORPORATION INTERESTS IN LAS VEGAS 


Information has been received from a source believed to be 
reliable indicating that the Howard Hughes operation in Las 
Vegas is in serious financial difficulty. Source states that 
former FBI agent May hew, longtime associate of the Hughes 
operation, had been placed in complete charge of the Hughes 
hotel and gambling interests in Las Vegas. Source advises 
that Mayhew has gone completely sour in that close and 
ominous relationships have been established between Mayhew 
and well known Mafia figures. Further, that Mayhew and these 
figures have been criminally skimming huge profits from casino 
operations for their own benefit. Assertedly, only now are 
the Hughes corporate officials becoming aware of the extent 
of the monies being stolen. It is feared that substantial 
millions are involved. 

Source advises that Mayhew is a consumate namedropper and 
has convinved Hughes corporate officials that he has close, 
influential contacts at the White House. Assertedly, only 
now are these officials becoming aware that Mayhew has no 
influence in this area. 

It is alleged that representatives of Mayhew may have picked 
up hotel and bar tabs for the Presidential advance party in 
connection with the October 31st visit to Las Vegas. Further, 
that the same activity may have been involved with the V.P.'s 
trip there during the campaign. 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA 5I1INCTON 


April 14, 1971 


Tab 3 


CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


MR. COLSON 


i M f\ 

JEB S. MAGRUDER;// 

it 

Ed Mu side 



/ 



'i 


Charlie Fagan at the Commerce Department called me this week and 
indicated that a company in Maine called the Maine Sugar Industry, 
which has had a $13, 000, 000 FDA loan and was- put together during the 
Kennedy /Johnson years under the urging s of Mu sloe, will probably 
officially announce bankruptcy late this week or next week. 


Most of the key political figures in Maine were instrumental in helping 
this company get this loan but Mu sloe was evidentially the leader, 
Fagan has all of the basic information and is the EDA contact on chis 
subject. It would seem this might be something we would want to take 
advantage of. 


cc: Mr. Strachan 


* CONFIDENT! A I 
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MORANDUM 


TIIE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 15, 1971 


EYES ONLY 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


JOHN DEAN 


FROM: 


CHARLES W. COLSON 



Could you assign Jack Caulfield to dig out all of the facts with 
respect to the enclosed. I have some personal familiarity with 
this, and I know that there is a real live issue here. 


At the time the loan was approved one of Muskie's men was a 

deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce for EDA. I know 

that the loan was ramroddcd through by Muskie and his people, 

and I also believe that some of the mnnev interests behind the 

* 

sugar plant in Maine have been large contributors to Muskie's 
campaigns. This needs, obviously with some discretion, to 
be looked into very carefully and also very quickly. X have ways, 
of course, of getting this out but I do need the facts which 
apparently, as you will see from the enclosed, are available from 
Fagan at the Commerce Department. He is a political loyalist 
and can be dealt with confidently. 

Please advise. 


Attachment 


EYES ONLY 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

W'A SIIINGTON 




April 17, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN DEAN 


This relates to my earlier memo to you re the Maine sugar situation. 
Will you please give me what you can get on this as quickly as possible. 

/ 

t 

Charlcs W. Colson 
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EYES ONLY 


April 19, 1971 


MEMCR ANDUM for : 


H. R. HALDEMAN 


FROM: 


CHARLES COLSON 


SUBJECT: 


Maine Beet Sut'ar Plant 


Clark Moilenhou will break this week an exclusive story on the 
tie^m oct'.vCon .->ou r { or j /..uauic ruid the about to be defunct Maine 
beet ru^er plant. The H.OA will loco $13 million (all of it guai’- 
cvUtooCi ( .urine mo •ioo.ii^on Ad.mLiiiiotra.tion) wiicti the Maine- su^jar 
plant * ) 1 c s for ba rkruptcy* The loans were approved by Jvfuskic 
<\ n s o c i a v c* s r one o i vnon v subsequently joined his staff, 

There is a [;coa bit ox financial relationship with the nx'omoter 
ana I belie ve a fair amount of hanky pr iT.n/ that will fall out of 
tli ib • I iiav r c re* aeon to uunl; tnat the issue will bo kept alive. 

Tills io just for your information. 


//■CCI John Dean (EYES ONLY) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

April 19 , 1971 



With respect to this matter, be advised that Lyn Nofziger 
is most knowledgeable in this area. I have worked with 
him on certain segments of it. 

You should also be aware that considerable newspaper publicity 
has already been given to Muskie’s involv/nent in this matter. 
Such publicity is a matter of record in the research division 
of the RKC. * 

The only new development here is that the subject firm is 
about to go bankrupt and we have Charlie Fagan in good 
position regarding the current development. 

Because of the information available, because of the hazards 
of the White House pursuing this inquiry, I wish to strongly 
suggest that Chuck endorse Lyn and Charlie Fagan getting 
together for optimum results with minimal White House exposure. 
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April 29, 1971 


EYES ONLY 


MEMORANDUM FOR: CHARLES COLSON 

FROM: JOHN DEAN 


SUBJECT: 


Mu cldc - Maine 


Sugar 

■ ■ ■ k *J. - — * — 


In view of the disclosures and notoriety of this ease, 
and the fact that the FBI is investigating certain of 
Yahlsing's activities, I do not think it would be 
advisable for the White House to have any more 

/■I C «« I* « »» t — — —2 i.V« f** ------- J • * • ' ■ 

— - S# 4.W * f V/A4XV44L WH li Ail iiidLl^r t 

It would seem that the came advantages can be 
achieved by someone from the RNC getting together 
with Charlie Fagan (who has been pinpointed by 
Mollenhoff) for any additional facts and current 
information that might be needed, and this could 
be done with minimal Administration exposure. 


EYES ONEY 
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MEMORANDUM 

J 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


Tab 4 


WASHINGTON 

July 6, 1971 


A A 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, 'III 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD V ; 

j\! \ 

SUBJECT: POTOMAC ASSOCIATES \ . 

1707 L STREET, N~W/ 
ROOM # 5 00 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 




Above organization occupies space within the I.T.T. building 
which is operated by the Tower Construction Company of the 
same address. 


Organization has a five year lease option beginning August 
1970* Cost is scaled from $12, 000- $15 , 000 per annum. Space 
is., subdivided into four offices which include a storeroom, 
center alcove and reception room. Listings are indicated for: 


Roger D. Hansen 
Elizabeth W. King 
William Watts 
Jo H. Tunstall 

Building appears to have good security with guard present in 
lobby during day and evening hours. However, a penetration 
is deemed possible if required. Attached Is an example of 
the typo of literature published under the sponsorship of the 
entity. It is noted that this particular work was commissioned 
as will future similar works. 


Attachment. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE ' 


WASHINGTON 

August 9 , 1971 








Strachan called wishing to be pro forma kept up to date 
on any current information we might have on Potomac 
Associates. You should decide whether or not the attached 
is of sufficient interest. 


I do not feel that at this time the red flag that went 
up last February warrants more than cursory overview. 



1 


9767 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



Prepare reply 

for John Dean 1 s signature 



Direct Reply 

Comments /Re commend at i ons 

Please Handle 

Information 

/ 

File 


REMARKS: 


/Hdt ^ f 

- Jru/h J- I ^ 7 - 1 3 ) % 

f ^ / S 


s 


W/t 


> ' r-7 ' w'vV- JfW-- f / • y / 

o<ldu/ U *f S>**6 /SaJf / 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

June 24, 1971 


MLMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, I 


FROM: 


1 Vv> 

JACK CAULFIELD %J ,\ 





/ 




SUBJECT: 


MC GOVERN FUND RAISING SENATE STATIONERY 


/ M 


/ 


x//*— 


/ 

As suggested, I discussed this matter with Bill Sessions. At 
first blush his opinion is that if the expenses incurred in 
the printing are borne by Me Govern, there woul d be no case . 

He has asked that in order for a written response to come 
from his office he would have to see the document in question. 
I recommend we forward it for his perusal. 

Lyn Nofziger has been asked to show the stationery to Dole for 

-r— v. - ^ «- r— — A, V-. r* . n Vs — *-• »» »» At* VtV'Wt v» 4" r. -4- 4- ■? l> I 1 1 

dn vi'J-llU.Uil UU vV (i 11s. vnw X 1/iiX k> a. i_> q v v x iimwii ^ %-» uw ^ a. 

advise when response is received. 












* T 
L K 






cb 


> 



/ 
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* 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

July 1 , 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN V/. DEAN, 

l\\" 

JACK CAULFIELD^ 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


MG -GOVERN STATIONERY 


' 'r 


Have discussed this with Lyn and he advises that we have 
no issue here in that similar types of fundraising 
stationery have been used in the past and come under 
review by our political opposition with negative results. 
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July 6, 1971 


EYES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR: CHUCK COLSON 

FROM: JOHN DEAN 

SUBJECT: McGovern Fund Raising Stationery 

You requested my opinion as to whether Senator McGovern's 
use of the attached fund raising letter with a U.S. Senate 
letterhead possibly violates the law. As long as the expenses 
incurred in printing the stationery and letter are borne by 
McGovern, there would be no violation of law. We have not 
been able to find any indication that McGovern has used 
government funds for this fund raising project. 

It does not appear that there has been an impropriety here 
either. We have been informed that similar types of fund 
raising efforts have been used with some frequency in the 
past. I should also point out that there are cases where White 
House stationery has been used for fund raising, although 
hopefully it will not occur in the future. 


A TRUE COPY 
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Tab 6 

, • . - - -i- — • 

July 20, 1071 


MEMORANDUM FORi BUD KROGH 

FROM* JOHN DEAN 

•• . .. / ; , ■ 

2a your work on the Pentagon Papers and related issues you 
will become aware of the fact that there is a publication out 
of the Brookings Institute indicating that they are planning 
for the fall of this year a study of Vietnam based on documents . 
of a current nature* Chuck Colson has made some efforts to ' 
determine what Brookings is up to but I don't think he has <■ 
produced any solid evidence of the nature of this publication* 

I requested that Caulfield obtain the tax returns of the 
Brookings Institute to determine if there is anything that 
we might do by way of turning off money or dealing with 
principals of the Brookings Institute to determine what 
they are doing and deal with anything that might be adverse 
to the Administration. 

Attached are copies of these tax returns and you will note 
that Brookings receives a number of targe government cos* 
tracts. You will also note that on the Board of Trustees 
there are several people who might be of assistance to us 
in dealings with the Brookings Institute, e. g. , Pater 
Peterson and H. Chapman Rose* 

f : 

When we discuss this issue 1 will also give you some 
additional background information on the Brookings problem* . 
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July 27. 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: BUD KROOH 

■w. 

FROM* JOHN DEAN 

SUBJECT* Brooking* Initiation 

4 ■ 

A few day* ago I forwarded to you copies of the Broo kin g* 
Institution* ■ tax return*. Please note the attached memorandum 
on what should be done about the large number of government 
contract* now held by the Brookihg* Institution. If you want 
mo to "turn the spigot off" please let me know; otherwise, I 
will assume that you are proceeding on this matter. 

•' Thank you. Bud. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
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Indicated below is an examination of the power, influence and 
activities of the Ford Foundation and Brookings Institution along 
with recommendations as to how the Administration can deal with them in 

1972. 

*■ . 

FORD FOUNDATION 

"The colossus of foundations - and apex of the academic foundation 
complex is the Ford Foundation, It*s annual report for 19&9* released 
March 8, 1970, showed assets at market value of 2.5 billion dollars, 
and a principal fund balance of 3*9 billion. 

4 ; Established in 1936, it became a national organization in 1950* 
Since its inception, it is reported to have disbursed more than 3*6 

V 1 . ' * 

billion dollars, including grants to 5*880 institutions in the U.S. and 
82 foreign countries. Expenditures in 1969 were listed at 237*5 million 
dollars. 

The foundation has provided money for the Brookings Institution, 
the Kennedy Memorial at Harvard, the Princeton Institute, and many 
other centers of academic-political actionism. 

President of the foundation is McGeorge Bundy. Indicated below 
are the trustees of the organization who, in the words of Bundy "hold 
- responsibility for our affairs and who set the policies and programs of 
the Ford Foundation:" 


2 


Chairman 
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Julius Stratton 

(former President of M.I.T. ) 

Stephen D. Becktel 

(senior Director of the Becktel Corp.) 
Eugene R. Black 

• ■ 

John Cowles 

(former Chairman Minneapolis Standard 
Tribune Corp. ) 

Benson Ford 

(Vice-President of Ford Motor Co. ) 

Henry Ford H 

(Chairman of the Board, Ford Motor Co. ) 
Keraet Gordon 

(President of Brookings Inst.) 

Alexander Heard 

(Chancellor, Vanderbilt University) 

Edwin H. Ford 

(Chairman and President - Polaroid Corp. ) 


Roy E. Larsen 
(Chairman, executive c 


• IIIH 


ittee of Time Inc. 


) 


John H. Loudon 

(Chairman of the board Rogue Dutch Petroleum 
Co. ) ^ 

Robert S. McNamara - - . \ 

(World Bank) 


J. Irwin Miller 

(Chairman of the Board, Cummins Eugene Co. ) 


Bethuld M. Webster 

(partner, Wfebster, Sheffield, Heischmann, 
Hitshcock and Brookfield of New York) 


Charles E. WJyzanski, Jr. 

(Chief Judge, U.S. District Court, Boston) 
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Ford has financed such activities as a school decentralization project j. 

( 

in New York City that stirred up racial strife and led *to three strikes by j 

; 1 ' ) 

a teacher* s union; a Negro voter registration drive in 1967 that was j 

credited with helping to elect Carl Stokes as the first black Mayor of 

- • ‘ j 

Cleveland, Ohio; and efforts to organize Mexican-Americans in California 

■*. . * . -j 

and Texas. 

• * y | 

The foundation has invested in many community action programs across 

~ j 

the country, and helped fund such Negro organizations as the N.A.A.C.P. , 
C.O.R.E. , and the S.C.Xj.C. 

In July 1968 the foundation provided "travel and study" awards to eighj 
former aides of the late Senator Robert F. Kennedy. The total amounted to 
? $131,069*50 and was subsequently the subject of much hiH criticism.' 

Additionally, the foundation gave $12,717 in 19^9 to Joseph A. Colefanc 

* ■ \ 

for a travel study in connection with a book called "The Student Revolution 
A Global Confrontation." - / j 

• i 

In the 1969 Ford Foundation annual report, Bundy stated "The nations j 

: { 

social ills were still a major focus of our activity in 1969* • # we hope to 

• • ; 

do much more in the Seventies." ! 

J*-* ”* * *■ 

BROOKINGS INSTITUTION 

- In November 1970 Brookings reported to IRS total assets of 960,000. 

• . * \ 

Headquartered in Washington, the organization has emerged as the leading j 

. ' 1 

j . ♦ . • .... t 

i Democratic "think tank" in the Nation. Indeed, the large influx of former 
Democratic office-holders to the Institution in 1969 (See ATEACH "A”) promp 

- v V • " . r 

T ’ - .» • ■ 4 * 1 

one official to describe it as **a government- in-exile." 
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Brookings was a small organization un^il the 1960*8. During the 

' - ■ • ’ 

Kennedy and. Johnson Administrations, it turned, into a bigtime operation. 

. V- * * ;«* 

911116 functioning as a kind of holding station for Democrats and of 
power, it attempts to influence public opinion- and government policy. 

* fv 4 

Access to huge sources of tax free money, such as the Ford Foundation ^ “ 

( t . . • 

. • makes the task immeasurably easier. 

, *• ; , Jn recent years, the Institution has obtained more than 1^- mi ll i on 

• j J 

t dolla rs in Ford subsidies, including $175, 000 to produce a book called 
"Agenda for the Nation" immediately after the 1968 Presidential election. 

. The Vail Street Journal called it a collection of policy papers 

^ % ' • ' . ... u.- - 

; by- IS writers who "comprise an honor roll of academicians of the New V 
-Frontier and Great Society." 

Shortly after the Nixon Administration took office in 1969, the 

‘ V.’i- ' 

Institution announced a "new program of foreign policy studies." It 
is alleged that the Ford Foundation agreed to fund 75 per cent of the 
. project, estimated to cost 7 million dollars over a three-year period. 

* ’ j 

. ’ * , 

These studies were to cover such controversial issues as: the T'’-- 

strategic balance between the U.S. and the Soviet Union; arms control 

* . * ’ r j - 

and disarmament; the U.S. role in Asia after Vietnam, relations with 
Communist China; the U.S. role in defense of Western Europe; foreign aid, V 

* trade, - investment and development policy, new social and technological 

forces in the world, the size of the U.S. defense budget, kinds of * - 

weapons, and military assistance to foreign countries; a permanent peace- . 

- * • . - , * 

’ ■ ' 

-keeping force for the United Nations; social change and domestic problems ' 
in -the U.S. _ v 

-• - v hit. ; - 
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It is clear from this cursory analysis that the financial wealth and 
influence of the Ford Foundation and Brookings Institution when used to 

4 

engage in either direct or indirect political activity represents formi- 
dable opposition to the best interests of this Administration. j 

It would appear that an expeditious political response to this challeng 
would be the simple expedient of applying pressures to have the Internal 
Revenue Service strictly enforce existing statutes and promulgated regula- 
tions designed to threaten the tax exempt status enjoyed by these organiza- 
tions. 

In examining this potential with Administration loyalists at IRS, 
a disappointing picture emerges. For example, as a result of congressional 
pressure in 19&9 au audit of the Ford Foundation was undertaken. It is 
still ongoing with no tangible results or progress seen to date. Purposeful 
delay appears to be the chosen bureaucratic tact. 

Commissioner Walters, according to these same IRS powers, has not yet 
exercised the firm leadership expected at the time of his appointment. 
Additionally, there appears to be a reluctance on his part to make discreet 

i 

politically oriented decisions and to effect major appointments based upon 
Administration loyalty considerations. 

In this regard, career democrat William Loeb h as been named as Walters 
deputy, a key policy position. Also, William Connett, another democrat, 
continues to function as Walters 1 Special Assistant for tax-exempt organ! za 
tions. By written direction of Walters all tax exempt matters of substance 
must flow through Connett. Roger Barth is currently being eased out of IRE 
by Walters. 
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It is not believed, therefore, that this personnel alignment would 
allow a successful pro forma request for IRS action against Brookings or 
Ford* Indeed, under the above circumstances, such approach would appear 
to be politically inadvisable. Certainly charges of political interference 

4 * 

would be raised in the media and elsewhere by representatives of the Ford 

♦ 

and Brookings organizations and their many supporters. 

In view of the above circumstances, the following recommendations 
are made with a view towards an effective and credible attack against 
Brookings and Ford designed to minimize the political impact these organiza- 
tions will attempt to bring to bear during the coming election year: 

A) The President direct Secretary Connally to give a major address 
forcefully dealing with the concern of both the executive and legislative 
branches (PATMAN) over political abuses and other apparent illegal activitie 
of foundations and other tax-exempt organizations. 

i 

. (if the Secretary were not inclined to specifically attack Brookings 

and Ford in that speech, the Vice President could effectively follow with a 
hard hitting specific effort in that regard. Pat Buchanan has such a speech 
prepared. ) 

' ' The Secretary’s speech could include the announcement of the creation 

of a new position in Treasury, such as Deputy Undersecretary for Taxation 
to oversee, on behalf of the Administration both tax administration (IRS) ar 
policy. Such appointee would be the medium through which the Admini strati or 
could force, following the Connally warning , stepped up IKS action and 
compliance in the tax exempt organization area during 1972. Understandably, 
this appointee would have to be outstanding in qualification and loyalty. 
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B) Clark MacGregor to be directed by the President to work with 
Congress and Treasury to obtain more res true tive legislation on the 
political abuses of tax exempt organizations. We should shoot for 
public hearings on Brookings activities. 

C) Senator Dole to be directed by the President to have the RNC 
develop this entire area as a key issue for the 'J2 campaign. The 
purpose would be twofold: 

1) Focus to be brought upon the"pbtts-es FORD Foundation 
financed voter registration drives. 

2) Take this issue away from George Wallace where it now lies. 

^ D) The President to direct George Schultz to see to it that the 

« *» * 

$500,000 in federal grants (HEW, 0E0, etc.) presently received by Brookings 
y be cut. 

t . • V- 1 

' While a loud public protest could be anticipated, it would 

be welcome for the implication would be clear partisan political 

involvement of Brookings, Ford and other anti- Administration foundations 
in 19T2 would be fraught with peril. 

; \ 

NOTE:- It should be recalled that Kermcft Gordon, President of Brookings 

‘r- • , . » 

and a trustee of the Ford Foundation has been appointed to the Phase II 
Pay Board. 
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ATTACUKOT MO. 8 
Schedule A, Line (a) 


THE BRCOSCINCS IMSTITOTIOtt 
1775 Massachusetts >Yve , , H, 
. Washington, D, C, 20036 

53-0196577 

♦ 


COOT.HSATIQH Og OFFICERS, DlfiKCTORS t dM) TtwarggS 


• 

mis. * 

♦ 

Kttftve and Code Per 
Instruction X 

Tima 

Devoted Per 
Annum _ 

1969 - 

ponicei 

Chairman, Board of Trustees 

Douglas Dillon ( 0 ) 

^ days 

Mqi 

Vico Chairman, Board of Trustees 
and rmfcber of Finanae Committee 

Sydney Stein, Jr, (e) 

7 days # 

Hqi 

Chalr«&n, Executive Coossaittee 
and Finance Catmdttee 

William R, Biggs (e) 

17 days * 

Ho, 

Trustee 


Dillon Anderson (e) 

1 day* 

Mo, 

Trustee 


Vincent M, Baer nett, Jr 

• 1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee 


loulo V K Cabot (e) 

1 day * 

Mo: 

Trustee 


Robert D* Cnlid.ua (e) 

2 days * 


Trustee 


Ed?rard V/, Carter (a) 

2 days * 

Mo 

Trustee 


John Fischer (a) 

1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee azid President, The Brookings 
last! tut ion 

Karmit Cordon (e) 

10 days * 

# 

Ho 

Trustee 


Gordon Gray (a). 

1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee 


Huntington Karris (a) 

2 days * 

Ho 

Trustee 

4 

Luther G, Holbrook (e) 

1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee 


Joiw E, Loekyrood (e) 

2 days * 

Mo 

Trustee 

• 

William ?/cC„ Martin, Jr 

. Elected i&y 

*70 Ho 

Trustee 


Robert &» MoHamarn (e ) 

1 day * 

\ Ho 

Trustee 


May -Wilier (e) 

I day * 

• Ho 

Trustee 


ynerbert P* Patterson (e) 2 day 3 * 

Ho 

Trustee 

\ 

f Petal* Cr, Peterson (e) 

1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee and 
Committee 

member of Executive 
and Finance Committee 

. K 

J* Woodward Redmud (e 

* 

) 10 day3 w 

Ho 

Trustee 


H* Chapffiaa Rose (e ) 

2 days * ^ 

Ho 

Truatee and 
Committee 

aembor of Executive 
* 

Robert Brookings Smith(e) 7 days * 

Ho 

Trustee and 
Committee 

®esfl>or of Executive 

J* Harvie W ilkltts on , Jr „ (e ) 1 day * 

Ho 

Trustee and 

Committee 

4 

member of Executive 
end Finance Coaanittee 

Donald B, Y/oadward (a) 

9 

9 days 

Ho 
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attachmsot no. a, p«g« a 

Schedule A, fAue (a) 


THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION 

1775 Massachusetts itoo,, M,Y/ 
Washington, D/J. 30036 
53-0196577 ' 


COMPENSATION 

OF OFFICERS. 01 HECTORS. 

AW TRUSTEES (Continued) 

tt»6 

flame and Code Per 
Instruction I 

Time 

Devoted Per 
Annum 

l96<)-mo 

Gomosrc-iatii 

Honorary trustees: 

1 

* 

Arthur Stanton Adams (e) 2 days 
Daniel Y/ # Bell (e) None 

Eugene R« Black (0) Mona 

Leonard Carmichael (e) 2 days 
Colgate Yf . Darden, Jr.(e) None 
Mir ion B. Fotsom (e ) None 

Raymond B, Poadiate (e) None 
Huntington Gllohriat(e) 1 day 
John i«ee Pratt (e) None 

None 
Mo tie 
None 
None 
Hone 
Mane 
Hone 
None 
None 

President 

Remit Cordon 

12 efios. - I00l(i 

$ 56,865.71 

Vice President for Adminis- 
tration 

Robert Y i H Hartley 

-do- 

.■33,®e.9: 

Vico President 

Edvard K, Hamilton 

S mas , - 1009# 

ah, 782^ 

Treasurer 

Martha J. Long 

12 moo , 100$ 

16., 389.1: 

Secretary and Asst. Treasurer 

Edna M, Biz'lcel 

-do- 

>039.61 

Controller 

Felix B. Gorrell 

-do- 

24/10.51 

Bus ines s Manage r 

M» Thomas Rosa or 

-do- 

20/>62 f 0- 

% 



f 190,593.91 


H Approximated for Trustees*-' 

&/ ^igui-ss -representing compensation of officers Include the coat to the Brookings 
Institution of the following fringe benefits? Contribution to the retirement 
system (which include the employees T voluntary reductions in 'hose pay for purposes 
of the retirement contracts), social security taxes paid by ; thc employer 'under the 
Federal Insurance Contributions- Act, group life insurance, major medical, disability 
insurance and group hospitalisation. * 

✓ 

Trustee my ha relmbux^ed far actual expenses of attending meetings, but they do 
ziot receive expense "allowances" . 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASH INGTON 

August 6, 1971 


Tab 7 



The party is identified as John D. Wilkes of 1024 Wi scons in 
Avenue, N. W. (Tel. § FE3-2315)* A call to that location 
results in a voice recording assumed to he the voice of 
subject asking caller to leave recorded message and call hack. 


Voice can be described as a cultured, media type. 

It has been ascertained that subject was a project specialist 
at DOD, Office of the Secretary, Personnel Division from 
August I 90 I to July 22, 1971* It has been ascertained that 

• . . J. *1 _ r» • *1 * ^ ^ t F . *• 1 _ 

Uiicr t>uujcc o J.S clt -L 1 J-xc^ijUu. w x on an n.u'j tvu 

as Wilent, Inc., also of 1024 Wisconsin Avenue, N. W. 

Such firm is engaged in Applied Research which as you can see 
is a vague description encompassing anything. 

A pretext call to the Muskie campaign headquarters asking 
fox' the subject resulted in a negative response. I am 
proceeding with further investigation in this area and will 
advise when further information is received. 


31-889 0 - 74 -8 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

August 6, 1971 


\ '• 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN U. DEAN, III 
FROM: JACK CAUIFIELD ^ 

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL IJIFORMATION ON JOHN EDUARD DHJBY- WILKES 

OF CHERRY HILL APARTMENTS LOCATED AT 1024 WISCONSIN 
AVENUE, H. W., WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Subject born in Paris, France on May 2 6 , 1922. He attended the 
following schools: 

University Of Paris 
Svar thmo je C o 1 lege , Pa. 

Columbia University 

Princeton University 

California Institute of Technology 

Served in U. S. Marine Corps from I 9 W— 19^6# 

Held positions at following locations: 

. 

University of Delaware 
Northrop Aircraft Inc., California 
California Institute of Technology 
University of Southern California 
Hughes Aircraft Corp. (1951) 

Office Naval Research, San Francisco 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Recently has been considered for positions at NASA and AFC. 

Has a clearance. From October 1970 to April 1971 was a non- 
salaried consultant to the International Planning Management 
Corporation at Bethesda, liaryland. 

t 

Subject is divorced. Wife’s name not presently known. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 9 , 1971 



Be advised that Hon Walker called wishing to know what 
information we had on this guy . I told him we had made 
preliminary inquiry - that you would forward the results. 

I am making a discreet political check and following through 
on Wilkes current involvments. 

Will advise. 
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August 10, 1971 


A DM XNXSTR A TIV ELY CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR; 


RON WALKER 


FROM: 


JOHN DEAN 


Attached Is the information that we were able to obtain 
on the man found in the Bangor, Maine, airport with 
a tape recorder by one of your advance men. The 
information is tors than conclusive an to why the man 
was lurking around the airport. As you can fee, 
however, he docs not appear to have been an overt 
Muskie type! If you would like any further information. 
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Tab 8 


above 

t 

* 

needs at 


In the first instance, there will be a requirement 
Nixon campaign staff to be properly secured at the 
wherein their headquarters will be located. 

TimmQns advises that the entire Nixon staff will headquarter 
at the not yet completed Sheraton Hotel located at Harbor Island 
in the San Diego Bay area which is five minutes from downtown 
San Diego and ten minutes from the Convention Hall. 

Bill indicates that the Nixon forces will occupy the top four 
floors of the hotel . At this time it is anticipated that the 
President will spend little or no time at that particular loca- 
tion. Resultingly, a private security requirement will be 
necessary to enable that particular operation to run securely. 

We both agreed that the sensitivities of who can come and go 
into this area is a delicate problem that must be handled well 
and with discretion. 

In addition, the staff communications trailer to be set up outside 
the Convention Hall creates a security need which the Nixon forces * 
will have to address themselves to. Further, at this time, it is 
anticipated that a large group of eighteen year old Republicans 
(approximately 1,500) will be organized and will participate in 
rallies during the convention period, as well as at the 
Convention center itself. 

4 

The Nixon staff will be charged with providing them with secure 
housing and transportation. This development will require a 
private security capability if we are to prevent any embarrassing 
or ugly confrontations by the New Left and/or revolutionaries. 

The above requirements are just one phase of security for the 
entire convention^ The Republican National "Committee will have 
significant security needs, not only within the Convention Hall, 
but also at the various hotels where key Republican committees 

and officials will be housed. 

>■ 


for the 
hotel 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, \I 
FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 
SUBJECT: 1972 CONVENT IQ 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

>■ 

WASH I NGTON 

August 12, 1971 

A 



URITY 


y 






The results of my meeting ;tfith Bill Timmons on the 

subject are as follows: 

« 

Our discussion clearly indicates that the security 
the San Diego Convention will have to be two-fold. 
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Memorandum for John W. Dean, III 
Re: 1972 Convention Security 

Page two 

As Bill envisions it, there will be a need for two separate 
security forces . One programmed by the ]JJixon staff (and paid 
for by the Nixon organization), the other programmed and 
paid for by the Republican National Committee. We both agreed 
that the capability of one private detective agency to provide 
massive security is severely limited and the quality of personnel 
decreases as the size of the force increases. 

Bill is interested in seeing that I am charged with the 
responsibility for both of these areas, and I have indicated 
that I would be willing to do so, but that I would want to explain 
our conversation to you before we decided to go forward, and he 
agreed. I made reference to the possibility that my stay here 
at the White House may be short-lived, and I might be entering 
the security consulting area in the private sector. I further 
indicated that should this development take place, I would 
probably be in a better position to handle the above responsibi- 
lities than if I were still on board the White House staff. 

In response to Bill's observation that there is a clear dual 
security need, I indicated that while I would want to be responsible 
for the whole security picture, I personally would direct my prime 
attention to the Nixon staff security program. Further, I indicated 
that in my judgment Joe Woods would be an ideal candidate to handle 
the R.N.C. convention security requirements, and because of the 
close relationship that exists, coordination with me in this 
regard would be both effective and desirable. 

Bill and I agreed that I should undertake an analysis of the 
capabilities of the private security forces to respond to the 
above described needs. We also agreed that we should have first 
call on the services of the best qualified private security agency. 

I indicated that I would initiate inquiry in this area. 7" 

Additionally, I agreed to join Bill in San Diego during the latter 
part of this month (he is leaving on Saturday for a two week 
trip to that area), with a view towards getting a feel for the 
entire operation and coming up with a ball park cost figure. 

During the conversation, I suggested that we should be alert to 
the opportunities that the Presidency presents in this area to 
use federal, state and local security forces in a lawful manner, 
and thereby minimize an otherwise expensive proposition. 0 

I also suggested that because of my contacts with the Service, as 
well as my law enforcement background and '68 experience in this 
area, I felt that much could be done in this area to promote 
cooperation and resultant lower costs. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


THE WHITE HOUSE 


VV A\ H I N G T O IV 

September 3, 1971 

JACK CAULFIELD 
WILLIAM TIMMONS 
Convention Park Permit 


I am concerned about the possibility of the city granting 
demonstrators a permit to rally on Fiesta Island. As you 
know this area is 1-1/2 miles from the Sports Arena and 
does not really offer adequate containment security. Young 
radicals can bridge the water on foot at several locations, 
and it is just a short swim at other locations. Also, 
there is no legay way I know for sealing the island if 
individuals want to leave peacefully, only to congregate 
at another location. Should there be 100,000 kids there 
it would be an unacceptable risk in my opinion. 

Could you investigate the possibility of using Sessions 
Memorial Park if a permit lias to be granted? This, area 
is near La Jolla some 5-1/2 miles north of the Convention 
hall and out of TV camera ranee. .If the demonstrators 
broke camp and moved on the hall there are only three 
arteries available: Mission Blvd. , Ingraham Street and 

Interstate Highway 5. The rest is secured by water at 
Mission Bay. 

Also it would appear that law enforcement authorities 
could establish a lock-up compound a mile from Sessions 

at Mission Bay High School. 

\ 

I am not personally convinced that a permit should be 
granted but the Sessions area seems superior to Fiesta. 

Could you take a look on the map and discuss in greater 
depth when we are in San Diego. 


Thanks, Jack. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W'A f=H!NC-"ON 

September 1971 


,1 i\ r 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, lit \ <V, 


\ \ \ 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD V A \ 


SUBJECT: 


\ \ 

DEMONSTRATION P0Lid.,AT SAN DIEGO 

r- 


z 


I think it important that you discuss with Bill Timmons 
the advisability of creating a controling hold on the 
issuance of any demonstration permits for the Be publican 
Convention at San Diepo. 


My recent conversation with the Sheriff of San Diego last 
week indicated the city fathers may be close to making 
decisions in this area which might well have a bearing 
on the orderliness of the convention proceedings. 

I suggest, therefore, that a discreet means of control 
be instituted at this time to ensure that our interests 
are protected. 


Advise. 
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SUBJECT: 


E4K VISIT TO HONOLULU AUGUST 17- lft 1971 


Tab 


Indicated below are the results of an on the scene check of the 
movements of EilK during his i&op^off visit to Honolulu enroute 
from India; 

EMK arrived in Honolulu alone aboard Pan American Flight $2 from 
India via Tokyo (he didn't get off fO.ane in Tokyo) at 11:00 AM 
August 17th. A running press interview took place with Kennedy 
obviously reluctant to make any statement. His only comment was 
with regard to the President’s economic moves which he character- 
ized as "sound, but late". He departed the airport quickly with 
two friends identified as follows: . « 

A) John W. Goemans 
Attorney 

Resides in Vaialua City, close to Honolulu 
Former EMK classmate and Aide to both Jack and 
Robert Kennedy 

B) John Carl Y/arnecke 
Architect 

Friend of Kennedy family 
Designer of JFK graves Xght 

Ostensibly, EMK’s visit was for the purpose of evaluating the 
creation of a Rational Park at the site of a black coral reef 
island off the Honolulu coast. The reef bears an identifiable likeness 
to the profile of the late JFK. It was determined that a local 
Democratic Councilman, Joseph E. Bulgo (Maui Island) is handling 
the project on behalf of EMK. 

E-IK made no public appearances during his stay in Honolulu. Inquiry 
ascertained that he occupied the private estate of one J. Otani, 
located at Diamond Head Road, Honolulu. Otani is initially described 
as a wealthy Japanese industrialist (attempts will be made to identify 
him further), . 

Discreet inquiry determined that Kennedy used the estate solely for 
sleeping purposes, took only his breakfast meal at tViat location 
and quietly visited friends at other locations on the island. 

V 

It is known that he played tennis on August 18 at the estate of one 
Lloyd Martin identified as a wealthy Honolulu contractor. Partners 
in the tennis match were Mrs. .Y/arnecke, Mrs. Martin, Lloyd Martin and 
MC. 



9792 


EMK 


An extensive survey of hotels, discreet cocktail lounges and 
other hideaways was conducted with a view towards determining 
a covert E- 2 C visit. The resul ts were n egative . 

Additional companions of EMK at the estates mentioned were: 

* 

Stan Himcns 

A friend of W&rnecke's and 
Walter Tagawa, 

A friend of Martin's 

It was also determined that during his island stay EMK worked 
on a speech which was given 8/26/71 at the National Press Club 
in Washington on the subject of Pakistan. 

• » * 

As previously reported, material relating to this matter was 
forwarded to Lyn Nofziger for use in the Monday publication. A 
review of the 8/30/71 issue indicates some of the material was 
in fact used in the EMK- Pakistani article. 

In conclusion, it is believed that EMK activity during his stay 
in Honolulu was adequately covered. Ho evidence was developed 
to indicate that his conduct was improper. 

Hyannisport sources indicate EMK. will remain in that area until 

o'fM'ciT* T TV > '»r *s vw-J V. vornun Uoolvi ■vt'i q ri r’rtnm.wet! 

W A aivj v*. m ^ -A. W I * vv ^ - ..q V V •» *■ V V V » — _ — - mm* ' 

reconvenes. A discreet inquiry at Jlyannis is programmed by our 
source during this period. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 10, 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: ' NEWS DAY ARTICLE 

New York sources advise the following scattered pieces of 
* information: 



Tab 10 


A) A discreet look at the newspaper’s publication calendar 
has been accomplished. There is no indication at this time that 
the subject series of articles will appear during the month of 
September. However, this cou3.d be subject to change because of 
the high priority being given to the article. 


B) Unusual and highly secretive steps have been taken to 
prevent the substance of the article from becoming known to other 
employees. 


C) A trusted member of the newspaper's staff has stated 
that heavy outside pressure is being exerted to uncover the 
details Of the story before publication. This pressure is 
independent of the efforts being programmed from my office. 

D) A firm consensus has been reached that Ed Guthman of 

the L. A. Times is close to this matter'. It is alleged that 
he was in New York at the time of the planning stages of the 
inquiry. ] 

E) Robert Greene, leader of the investigative group, has 
been in both Washington and Florida within the past two weeks. 

Will continue to push and follow through on this matter. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 



Proving this assertion may not be possible. As you know, 
it is based upon Bebe's observation that Greene and 


Guthman are Kennedy loyalists and that Moyers is now with 
the Kennedy Foundation. 


I cannot believe that a matter of this sensitivity would 
be identifiable through normal investigative technique. 

It seems to me that we need harder input than now at hand 
in order to proceed. 


I would suggest, however, that consideration be given 
to an oblique Nof ziger media drop vis a vis theT Kennedys, . 
Newsday, the L.A. Times et al - a sort of an alert that 
we are aware. 


9795 


Tab 11 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA S H I N G T O N 
September 22, 1971 


AA . 

! A \ i / 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, II J 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIELD 
JOHN BUCKLEI 


\ \ •, ^ 

\ ^ 


■ !sJ 




During Donald Rumsfeld's tenure at O.E.O., John Buckley 
was his Director of Inspection- and Investigation, therefore, 
I touched based with Donald and lie advised the following: 


A) Buckley is a Republican and he is considered 
trustworthy. In addition, he can be counted upon to respect 
a confidence. 


B) While Buckley can be considered intelligent, 

Rumsfeld states that he is not "quick smart . Further, in 
matters of sensitivity it is Rumsfeld's .iudsment that he 
should be led and the specific details of an assignment 
should be clearly spelled out. 

I recomment that you so advise Magruder and let them be 
guided accordingly. / ^ 
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Tab 12 

The White House 

WA S H I N GTO N 

Ddtc q /oo Ln 

„„ JOHN W. DEAN, III 

TO : 

FROM: JOHN J. CAULFIELD 

ACTION: 

A pproval /Signature 
C omniants/Recotrsnandations 

X 

F or Your Information 
F ile 

REMARKS: 
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* 



SUBJECT: GOLDBERG, LAWRENCE YALE 


I have conferred with John Me Laughlin and he has referred me 
to Donald Wyatt the United States Marshal' in Rhode Island. 

Wyatt provided the following Input: 

A) Goldberg is wealthy, having been a principal owner 
in the American Wholesale Toy Company in Rhode Island. 

Assertedly, his father currently owns the business. 

I am waiting for results of an I.R.S. check on 
’Goldberg's financial status. 

B) Goldberg has a long time (12 years) history of 
involvment in Republican politics in the State of Rhode Island. 

For example, during the period 1969-19^0, he worked for R.N.C. 
in Washington, D.C. In '64 he worked for the unsuccessful 
Bruce Selya campaign for the position of Attorney General in 
Rhode Island. 

^ Assertedly, for the past two years he has been the 
finance chairman of the Rhode Island State Central Committee. 

Selya, I am told, recommends Goldberg highly. 

In addition, Goldberg has practiced law with former 

Republican Governor Del Sesto of Rhode Island. 

* 

C) On the derogatory side, it is asserted that Goldberg 
went through a messy divorce which was common knowledge amongst ' 

his R, I* friends, but apparently did not appear in the media. 

* 

D) It has been determined that Goldberg is actively engaged 
in Rhode Island B’nai frith - Anti Defamation League activities. 

In January of this year, Goldberg and two other members of A.D.L. 
appeared backstage at a Boston theatre where a travelling Russian 
entertainment group was performing. Their purpose was to express 
dissatisfaction with the Soviet repression of Jewish civil rights 
in the Soviet Union. ■ 

E) Wyatt advises that at a summer ’69 meeting of R.I. 
Republican officials, Goldberg made strong comments^ vis a vis U.S. 
policy toward Israel in the Mid-East. He attempted at this meeting 
to commit the assembled group towards the position of having the 0 
State Department modify its Mid- East policy. 

Inasmuch as Goldberg is scheduled to function at 1701 in the 
Jewish area, consideration should be given to a potential question 
of loyalty with respect to the aims and purposes of that operation. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

October 6, 1971 



The attached history of financial contributions is for 
your information. As you can see, it postures an extremely 
heavy involvment in Jewish organizational activity. 

I don't wish to raise this issue again. However, in my 
judgment, the Attorney General should be discreetly made 
aware in this regard. I regard this note as a memorandum 
for my files. I suggest you do the same, John. 



31-889 0 - 74 -9 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


Date 9/23/71 



Tab 13 


TO: JOHN W. DE AN, III 

FROM: JOHN J. CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: 


As we have discussed, you might 
want to send a copy of the attached 
to John with any comments you deem 
appropriate . 

I have seen to it that Jeb has been 
apprised. 

An additional copy for Bob or John 
. is included, if you so desire. 
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DEMOCRATIC 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE 2600 Virginia Avenue , N.W . Washington, O. C. 20037 ( 202 ) 333-8750 

Ro*m S. SiFAim 

’ • TfcajUfcr 


, » * 


Dear Mr. * 

I am attaching a copy of the letter we have sent across 
the country in regard to our '72 Club. 

I appreciate your interest and in taking the time to 
call us about it. 

I am enclosing a response card which I hope you will 
return. 




Sincerely j A / ‘ 

rV / 1 A / • // 

‘ / £ t i 1 ' v^'*"**"'* 


Robert S, Strauss 


Enclosures (2) 
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DEMOCRATIC 

N ATION AL C OM MITTEE 260 0 Virpini j Aven u e, N.W, Washington. D . C 20037 (20 2 )313- 8750 

Homi s. Su*u5$ 

T wisurcl 

(Date) 


Dear 

In less than a year from today the eyes of the v?orld will be focused on the Democratic 
Party as we meet for our 1972 Convention at Miami Eeach and begin the process of 
selecting the next President of the United States. 

Our staffing and planning is underway and we hope to have the most constructive 
Convention in the long and glorious history of our Party. 

The purpose of this letter is to ask you to’ join a special group — the "72 Sponsors 
Club." 


Each member is being asked to contribute $72 per month for twelve months with 
monthly contribution to bo used to provide the basic financing for our Party 
as we move toward the Convention. 


such 

activ 


ities 


Aside from the knowledge and satisfaction of making a meaningful contribution to our 
Party and our nation's welfare, you, as a member of the "72 Sponsors Club", will 
receive special Convention reports from time to time. Also, we hope you will attend 

the "72 Sr.on qfir p Club" Cocktail— Buffet at the Fontainebleau hotel which Larry and I 

« 

will host on the Sunday evening before the Convention opens t_o present our candidates 
and other distinguished members in the leadership of our Party. 

Additionally, club rooms have already been set aside in the Convention Building, to be 
comfortably furnished, where refreshments and special services will be available for yo 
and the other members around the clock. On the evening our nominees are finally select 
we will have the first occasion to honor them at a special cocktail party for our memoe 


To assist in these arrangements , within the next few weeks we expect to 
special Convention coordinator, to facilitate housing and other, always 
convention problems. 


announce a 
existent , 


Whether you plan to attend the Convention or not, we think you will find membership 
in the "72 Sponsors Club" to be interesting and exciting, as well as most worthwhile. 
Ve need your support. Indeed, we hope you will complete and return the enclosed card 
indicating your desire for membership in the Club. 


Larry joins me in assuring you - that we will continue to strive to justify your 
confidence and provide the kind of leadership you desire. With your support and that 
of many others we take pride in having managed to fulfill our commitment to bring 
stability 3nd responsibility to the Democratic National Coir.niitt.ce and develop a hard- 
hitting political Learn. With renewed confidence ve look forward to the next twelve 
months when we gather in Florida for a great Convention. 


Sincerely, 


Robert S. Strauss 
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DEMOCRATIC 

NATIONAL COMMITTEE 2600 Virginia Avenue, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20037 (202) 333-8750 

Roiext S. Sisausj 
' Tienurer 



I am delighted and grateful to receive your » 
acceptance of membership in the 1 72 Sponsors 
r Club and your first month's payment. 


Enclosed is your Sponsors Club card fo 
remainder of this year. More complete 


credentials will be issued for use during 
the Convention. We will be back to you with 
more details in the near future. 


- X won't take the time or the money to acknowledge 
each of your checks, but I want you to know of my 
very deep appreciation. 


Stjl&erely, / / 

J wuiyMy* yv l hvi-'i'l/' 

* Robert S 7 . Strauss 




Robert 


P.S. Please let me know if, for your convenience, 
you would like to receive regular reminders of your 
monthly pledge. 

. * 

Enclosure, • V 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

x j i i t.. « -"7. — ^ : 


Tab 14 


September ?C. ] .071 


i 

MEMORANDUM FOE JOHN W. DFAK. 

\ f ^ 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: GEORGE BELL ’ S II'pOIMATION RE VIRGIN ISLAND 

CORPORATION ' . 


f 

Spoke with Henry Petersen regarding this matter and he advises 
as follows: 

s 

/ 

A) Based upon the documents submitted for review (Howard 
Ross letter and newspaper article), it is apparent that any 
thoughts of anti -trust action are entirely premature, at best. 

B) The signs of organized crime involvment alluded to 
in the material suggests that the situation' should ahd will 
be watched by Justice. 


I have passed on the additional article you have forwarded to 
Henry. 

V* 


You s hou Id advise Bell that 
Ju s 1 1 e e . 


the matter is under scrutiny by 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SHINGTO !\' 
September 30 > 1971 


Tab 15 


\ 




MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN V/. DEAN, nr , / 

\ V '>-• 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

' \ \ 

SUBJECT: BILLY GRAHAM, JOHN* WAYNE IRS ACTIVITY 


Graham is currently under IRS audit (Atlanta region). His 
1965, 1966, 1969 and 1970 returns are being scrutinized with 
a view towards determining whether gifts made to Graham are 
in fact taxable income. 


A discreet check indicates that an "anonymous " telephone call 
may have initiated the audit. A "back door" copy of the sensitive 
“’case report out of Atlanta has been viewed and contains a reference 
to this fact. However, the copy on hand at the Washington office 


■ - -1 - J J-L - J- T T 73 O -I- 

•i- i X ^1 -1 Ci V/ * U U14 Ob O 1 1 V' 411 L-A. A 1 •w' V v \A V w 


nv>AAn/iu>'oc +ViO i nnlli "PA r 



Some of the areas to be looked into are: 

Construction work performed free of charge 
Decorator work performed " 

Clothing received as gifts from Charlotte & Ashville, 

North Carolina stores 

Tuition involved in sending Graham's children to foreign schools 

The contacting of a number of Graham donors by IRS investigators 
suggests that the inquiry might possibly surface in the media. 
Judgments should be made accordingly. 

The material requested regarding John Wayne is not yet in. 

Will advise. 
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TO: 

FROM: 




ACTION: 


DUE 


DATE 




Prepare Reply For John 
Dean’s Signature 


r> • . » r» i 

jl/u cu 


Comments /Recommendations 


Please handle 


Information 


File 


REMARKS: 

/d hftp — H 

I r Ai 


&CUJ 


fa* 


X 


\ 

Vl/ 


/ 
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The White House 

WASHINGTON - 


Date : 10/6/71 

T0 . JOHN W. DIM, III 

A ■la-Xt Trw * W 'll r t T |T" ^-T T - tT — 1 il -yr-V^ Ai m 

FROM: JOHN J. CAULFIELD 

ACTION: 


A pproval /Signature 

Comments/ Rccorar.snda t i ons 

F or Your Information 


r-; i - 


REMARKS: 


The Wayne comp’ ain't when 
vievred in the attached context 
does not appear to be strong 
enough to pursue. 
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subject: 


Audit Examinations ■ of Individuals in the Entertainment Industry 
Who are Politically Active. 


Per your instructions of September 28, 1971 7 we have selected 
some individuals in the entertainment industry who were politically 
active during prior elections and determined their audit history. 

We attempted to select those individuals whose economic condition 
is similar to that of JOHN WAYNE. Our review showed the following: 


RICHARD BOONE - S3K 564-14-6^03 


Results of Examination 


Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or (Over assessment) 

7012 

Open in Audit 



6912 

Open in Audit 



6812 

Examined 


$ 363 

6712 

Examined 


1,014 

6612 

Surveyed Do fore 




Assignment 


None 

6512 

Examined 

No Change 

£ A-yu .j 1 DA vIS, 0 A . 

- tori 3 6 d- 2 m- - 991 9 





Results 

of Examination 

Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or ( Ov eras sec sment ) 

6912 

Open in Audit 



6812 

Open in Audit 



6612 

Examined 


$ 5,531 

6'312 

Examined 


8,633 

6212 

Examined 


6,674 

6112 

Examined 


15,795 
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JERRY LEWIS - ESI! 

144 - 12-6399 


- 



Results 

of Examination 

Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or (Overassessment) 

7012 

Open in Audit 



6912 

Open in Audit 



6812 

Examined 


$11,266 

6612 

Examined 


30,099 

6512 

Examined 

- 

94,272 

6412 

Examined 


28, 131 

6312 

Examined 


142,718 

6212 

Examined 


28 , 471 

6112 

Examined 


22,096 

6012 

Examined 


26 , 437 

5912 

Examined 


47,983 

5812 

Examined 


30 , 839 

PETER LAV, TOED - 8 SR 554 - 16 - 4546 * 





Results 

of Examination 

Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or (Over assessment) 

6912 

Examined 


$12 , 465 


Examined 


10, 348 

6712 

Examined 


7, 172 

6612 

Examined 


2,735 . 

* Prior year returns appear to i 

iave been filed in IJev Yorl:. 

FRED i-IACElBRY - SSR 564 - 09-2582 



* 


Results 

of Examination 

Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or (Over&ssessment) 

' 6912 

Examined 


$ 693 

6712 

Exami ned 


No Change 

6612 

Examined 


11,628 

6512 

Examined 


607 

6412 

Examined 


(1,371) 

6312 

Examined 


6,783 

6212 

Examined 


( 4 , 340 ) 
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GARY KORI 

On ?c LUCILLE PALL - SSIi 091 - 18 - 501 ** 






Results 

of 

Examination 


Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or 

(Overasses sment ) 

6912 

Open in Audit 





6812 

0 oen in Audit 





66l2 

Surveyed After 






Assignment 





6512 

Examined 

' 

$7,010 


RONALD V. 

REAGAN - SSN 480 - 07-7456 







Results 

of 

Examinati on 


Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or 

(Over assessment) 

7012 

Open in Audit 





6912 

Open in Audit 





6812 

Open. in Audit 





6712 

Open in Audit 





66 l 2 

Examined 


No 

Change 


6512 

Examined 


% 

1,122 


6412 

Examined 



3, 541 


6312 

Examined 



3,650 


6212 

Examined 



4,778 


FRANK sir: 

ASTRA - SSI! 929-29-0367* 



•i- 




Results 

of 

Examination 


Period 

Action 

Deficiency 

or 

(Overassessm 

ent ) 


6812 Open in Audit 

6512 Surveyed Claim 


6412 

Examined 

$ 5,708 

6.S12 

Examined 

'5,732 

6212 

Examined 

7,271 

6012 

Examined 

12 , 03 6 


* Intelligence control card records show an open full-scale investi- 
gation on SINATRA covering the years 1962 through 19 'Op • It is not 

known if this investigation involves subsequent years. 
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Mr. 

below: 

• 

Period 

JOHN WAYNE ’ s audit history, 
Action 

per the Form 1247 cards, is shovm 

Results of Examination 
Deficiency or (Over assessment) 

6912 

Open in Audit 


6612 

Open in Audit 


6712 

Open in Audit 


6612 * 

Open in Audit 


6612 * 

Examined 

$ 237, 331 

6512 

Examined 

7,396 

6412 

Examined 

6,339 


* The 6612 year was re-opened due to an investment credit carryback. 

The Revenue Agent currently assigned the JOHN ’JAYNE returns ad- 
vised that the 1962 and 1963 tax years had also been examined, how- 
ever, the Form 1247 record cards showing those years as being 
were not in the closed file at the date of our review. 
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Tab 16 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 
October 7, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHNW. DEAN, III 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIB 



BALLOT ^URliy^FOR 1972 (SUPPLEMENT TO 
EARLIER MEMO ON '72 SECURITY NEEDS) ' 


This is in the form of a reminder. The President has very 
strong vie\js on this subject emanating from the '60 
campaign. 


I am strongly recommending that Joe Woods be placed in charge 
of the nationwide effort in this, regard. Juliana has 
considerable experience in this area resulting from his in- 
volvment with Lou Nichols in ’68. He can be quite helpful 
in getting Joe started. 

The President gave Joe personal instructions in this regard 
in '68 and, as I have indicated, delayed a flight out of 
Chicago in October '68 to go over the matter in detail. I 
am sure he would agree with my recommendation. 

Pooq ov>a_ goo t mo Vi o -p>"< 4 £jvioy*t 4 o "Rov»t» ( 3i r ' >v ^d‘ i> ^d 

Oil Indiana - out of Chicago) is also expert and was deeply 
involved in '68 in both ballot security and absentee ballots 
overseas. I am sure the A.G. is familiar with this subject. 

He should be apprised of my recommendation and the information 
(Juliana )_that Lou Nichols does not wish to be so involved 
this time. 


NOTE: 


Just occured to me. Has anyone considered the potential for 
fraud vis a vis 'the l8 year old vote on campuses? Mardian 
might be the guy to take a hard look at that possibility! 


31-889 0 - 74 - 10 


INTRODUCTION 


The broad range of sensitive political activity associated with 

• * 

a Presidential Campaign mandates that a controlling security 
entity be established and programed to effectively minimize, in 
practical fashion, the hazards for compromise by opposition 
forces and thereby ensure the smooth function of Republican Party 
business during 1972. 


It is the purpose of this paper to cause focus to be brought 


upon those areas requiring such security capability. In addition, 

» > 4 

indication is given as to how the Security Consulting Group of 
Washington, Inc., the proposed name f cr the commercial security 
entity, will be able to function in this regard whether it be from 
an operational or overview standpoint, as follows: 

A 5 Repu blican Ra tiona l Committe e 


Immediately after Campaign ’68, Bob Raid email authorized the 
author of this paper to institute and overview a security program 
at the Republican National Committee. This program has been ongoing 
for two years and a continual overview has been structured. Attached ( 
"A") is’ an account of the security procedures presently in place at. 
the Committee. ♦ 


They are found to be generally satisfactory with the exception of 
a requirement to tig hten up the P i nker ton ef fort to include an analysis 
of the quality of their personnel and institute a polygraph 
examination of each guard working at the Committee. 

For health reasons 'John Ragan will not be able to continue to 
perform in this area during the coming months. James Me Cord, 
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2 


# 

a highly qualified He publican career security professional 

» 

(TAB u B") will be retained as a consultant to the Security 
Consulting Group and will perform operational overview duties 
at the Committee and elsewhere, as indicated, on a scheduled basis 
under the direction of the organization. 


1701 Pennsylvania A. venue 

The Security Consulting Group, .Inc, will initiate (Me Cord) and 

supervise a comprehensive security system at the above location. 

’ < * 

The procedures established at the R.K.C. (TAB ”A") will be tailored 
to conform to the expanding requirements of 1701 Pennsylvania. 

* 

.In addition, the following areas of security concern will be 
addressed, evaluated and programmed : 


A) the requirement, that a scheduled ELEC'jSCMIC C0UMTEK-SASUR2S 


SYSTEM be established to include: 

1) Office telephone network 

2) Conference rooms 

3) Residence phones of key political staff in 

* Washington 

NOTE: The system established will be adaptable to the Nixon 


staff and G.O.P. needs at San Biego. 


B) The ability to recruit a two man bodyguard protective detail 
for the Attorney General throughout Campaign *72 is at hand. 

4 

Because the A.G, may have personal preferences in this area, no 
steps will be taken, until advised. - ^ 

C) Computer Security - An inspection capability to ensure the 
integrity of the Republican computer systems used in Campaign '72. 
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D) Poll Security 

* 

a 

A security capability designed to ensure the confidentiality 
of key polls instituted by 1701 operatives will be programmed. 

E) Undoubtedly , additional security requirements stemming 
from the 1701 operation will become evident as the campaign 
progresses.. The above described structure will permit a 
professional response to these needs. 


Republican National Convention 
* * . . * 

The vast private security needs of the Nixon team and Republican 
Party at San Diego can be best implemented in the following manner: 


A) Nixon S taf f Head quart ers a t the Shera ton Hotel , Harbor Island 
The Security Consulting Group, Inc. will be charged with total 
operational security responsibility at that location. A complete 
ad hoc security-receptionist entity will be established utilizing 
off duty reserve deputy sheriffs from the San Diego Sheriff’s office 
and Nixon female volunteers. The Sheriff of San Diego County, John Duffy 
(Nixon Republican) has agreed to provide such personnel, assured that 
they will be young, bright and capable and, importantly, , that they ' 
all will be Republicans. It was agreed that a reasonable wage would 
be paid those performing in this regard from Nixon Staff funds. 


The above procedure is strongly recommended to ensure that the 
Nixon Staff team will have qualified and loyal security personnel 
under proper controls at the important Sheraton Hotel (see below). 
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Included In the responsibilities of the Security Consulting Group 
at the hotel ’.’ill be the institution of a sophisticated photo- ID 
system and elevator clearance process designed to minimize the 
hazard of disturbance, unwarranted access to sensitive work areas 
and the like . 

B) Convention Security , San Diego 

The R.H.C. has selected Ocly Fish of Wisconsin to be the Sergeant 
at Arms for the Convention. In that position he will have security 
and usher responsibilities within the Convention Hall and at the 
GOP Headquarters at the Hoyal Inn at the Wharf during the Convention 
period. 


Dick Herman has asked the author to have the Security Consulting 

Group act in an advisory capacity in this regard and initiate a 

comprehensive cost survey of the security requirements for the 

GOP Headquarters and Convention Hall. Further, Kerman has asked 

that qualified profess ionals be recruited to assist Fish in this 

regard. This request has been agreed to and such survey will be 

* 

conducted by the subject organization and submitted to the Arrangements 
* " ' 

Committee for review at the earliest possible time. 


It is noted that various private detective agencies are already- 
attempting to use Republican political influence to obtain what will 
be a prestigious and lucrative contract at San Diego. While the Security 
Consulting Group will ensure that all interested parties get 
consideration, the ability to perforin should be considered the 


9820 



prime factor in awarding the contract and recommendations will 
be nia.de accordingly. Attached (TAB "C** ) is a recent article 
in the Washingtonian Magazine clearly indicating the poor quality 
of private security jjersonnei in Washington. Generally speaking, the 

‘j • 

seme pattern applies nationwide. Tit is this factor that strongly 


suggests the use of reserve deputy Sheriffs at the Nixon Staff 
headquarters as indicated above). 


In addition to the Snorts Arena and G.O.P. headouarters 


hotel, early signs indicate the possibility of a security need 
at other locations. For example, the Nixon staff is contemplating 
the housing of a large group of 18 year o3.ds at a local San Diego 
college for rally purposes. Additionally, the Arrangements 
Committee is looking at the possible use of a pier near the Royal 

9 

Inn at the YJharf as a G.O.P. working area. 


YJhen these and other like them decisions are made, the Security 
Consulting Group can effectively program the security requirements 
after it is determined whether operational activity or advisory 
services are needed. 
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Tab 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


Date October 8. 1Q71 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


JQHN.W.-DRAN, TTT 

JOHN J. CAULFIELD 

STEWART L. UDALL 

In addition to the Attached 
Udall is a consultant to the Sears 
and Roebuck Company, * I have asked 
for an IRS check to support this 
material. Will advise. 
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STEWART L. UDALL - BIOGRAPHICAL SUMMARY 


Shortly after being elected to a fourth term as the United States Representa- 
tive from Arizona's Second Congressional District, Stewart L. Udall of 
Tucson was appointed by President John F. Kennedy to serve as the 37th 
Secretary of the Interior, a Cabinet position he held throughout the entire 
Administrations of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. In that capacity, Mr. 
Udall directed a Department with wide -ranging responsibilities for the 
nation's natural resources. As Secretary, through the ideas he initiated 
and the programs he implemented, Udall made his imprint on the Sixties. 

Following the change of Administrations in January 1969, Mr. Udall formed 
OVERVIEW, a pioneering international consulting firm devoted to creating a 
better environment for man. 

Udall lecture s . frequently to university and business audiences. In addition, 
during the 1969-70 academic year, he was Visiting Professor of Environ- 
mental Humanism at Yale University. Since June 1970, in collaboration 
with Jeffrey Stansbury, he has been writing a twice-weekly column, "Udall. 
on the Environment, " which is syndicated nationally by the Los Angeles 
Times Syndicate. 

’ In his first book, the Quiet Crisis (Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1963), Mr. 
Udall outlined the land and people story of our nation, advancing the "propo- 
sition that men must grasp completely the relationship between human 
stewardship and the fullness of the American earth. " 

In his second book, 1976: Agenda for Tomorrow (Harcourt, Brace Sc World, 

1968), Mr. Udall said: "I came to see that the total environment approach 

demanded concepts large enough to relate conservation to the overriding 
issues of our age. You cannot save the land unless you save the people. 
True conservation begins wherever people are and with whatever trouble 
they are in. M 

On the personal side, Mr. Udall is an outdoor sman and an avid reader. 

He has entertained the Soviet poet, Yevtushenko, in his home; he arranged 
for Robert Frost to read from his own poetry at the Inaugural of President 

• 9 

Kennedy, and later Frost accompanied Udall on a trip to Russia. Udall 
brought live theatre back to Ford's Theatre in Washington, D. C. , after a 
silence of more than a century. He has climbed Mount Fuji (in winter), 
and Mount Kilimanjaro. 

t 

A 1948 law graduate of the University of Arizona, Udall was born January 31, 
1920, fin St. Johns, Arizona. He and his wife, the former Ermalee Webb, 
have, six children. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

October 26, 1971 



Contact in this regard has been made with the following 
agencies: 


EPA _ No record (Ruckelhaus) 

IRS - No record (Barth) 

HUB - No record (Kingsley) 

DOT - No record (Clapp) 

Interior No record (Hitt) 

According to Overview’s brochure, the above agencies 
would fall within their area of operation. Advise if 
you wish further checking. 


Attachment 


9824 


/HE OVERVIEW CORPORATION 
is an international environmental consulting 
organization, founded in January, 1 969, 
whose Officers and Principal Advisors are 
known throughout the world for the 
positions they have held in public and 
private life, and for the variety and 
significance of the work they have 
accomplished in diverse fields. Their 
experience and record is the foundation 
upon which OVERVIEW is based and 
builds. 


There is today a world-wide crisis of the 
environment. It stems from the extraordinary 
mass migration from rural to urban areas in 
virtually all regions of the planet. It stems 
from a much too rapid increase in 
population. It stems from the abuse and 
misuse of the earth’s resources. 

The OVERVIEW Group believes the 
crisis of the environment is rooted in 
shortcomings: in failures of design and 
planning; failures of politics; the failure in 
both public and private sectors to establish 
priorities responsive to the needs of man. 

While many of these failures are not new, 
our era of exploding productivity and 
over-specialization has made them more 
acute. They are manifest in piecemeal 
growth and fragmented approaches to 
problem solving. There is resultant 
wide-spread indignation over the “affluent” 
measure of progress by machine rather than 
human— and quantitative rather than 
qualitative— standards. 

There must be an “OVERVIEW”: a 
broad systems approach in which gifted 
specialists coordinate the practice of their 
respective disciplines. The arts, sciences, 
humanities, technologies, communications, 
and politics must join in focusing their 
combined skills on rebuilding and 
renewing the total environment. The results 
must be both socially and economically 
viable. 

This is the conviction of The OVERVIEW 
Group: the belief that modern man, through 
leadership, through participation, through 
creative and constructive implementation, 
has the potential and the capacity to civilize 
technology. Towards this end — man’s 
enhancement of the environment of which 
he is inextricably a part— OVERVIEW 
assembles and directs the greatest talents 
and energies. 
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Ste<^ s t L. Udall 


Mr. Udall, Chairman of the Board and chief 
executive officer, was Secretary of the 
Interior throughout the Administrations of 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. Prior 
to his Cabinet service he was elected to 
four terms as a Member of the U. S. House 
of Representatives from his native State 
of Arizona. 

Under Stewart Udall’s personal leadership, 
traditional conservation was ushered into 
a new era. Interior, since its inception a 
“western” oriented Department, initiated 
programs of national impact. For the first 
time people, as well as land and minerals, 
were thought of as a resource to be 
conserved. During his tenure, the broad 
conservation goals of the 1960*s and 
beyond were set, public support kindled, 
and legislative and administrative 
machinery set in motion for the 
achievement of a truly nationwide 
environmental agenda. 

Mr. Udall is the author of “The Quiet Crisis” 
(1963), and “1976: Agenda for Tomorrow” 
(1968). 


9826 


.meiman 


ry L. Kimelman, President, Treasurer, 

‘ chief operating officer, is a member of 
Toard of Directors of the United States 
• ional Parks Foundation. During the past 
years Mr. Kimelman has had 
.iprehensive and varied business and 
ernment experience, in the United 
!es, the Caribbean and more recently 
Vashington. 

was the first Commissioner of 
rnmerce (1961-1964) in the U.S. Virgin 
^nds and was Chairman of the 
vernment’s Economic Development 
i d during that same period. Under his 



leadership as Commissioner, per capita 
income and Government revenues nearly 
doubled, a fact given official cognizance by 
the Virgin Islands’ Senate in a unanimous 
resolution of commendation. 

Mr. Kimelman is presently Director of the 
Development International Corporation, 

San Juan, Puerto Rico (developers of 
“Habitat” for the entire West Indies area); 
President and Director of the Virgin Islands 
Hilton, Inc., St. Thomas, Virgin Islands; 
Chairman of the Board, Island Block 
Corporation, U.S. Virgin Islands; and a 
Director, Leeward Island Air Transport, 
Antigua, West Indies. Mr. Kimelman has 
also served as a Director of the Diners’ 

Club, Inc., the West Indies Bank and Trust 
Company, and was for 8 years a Director 
of the American Hotel Association. 

In 1967 Secretary Udall asked Mr. Kimelman 
to become his top Assistant at the 
Department of the Interior in Washington, 
in this position, Mr. Kimelman’s 
responsibilities ranged throughout the 
Department and he represented the 
Secretary at natural resource and tourism 
meetings both in this country and abroad. 
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Mr. Halprin, Chairman of The Executive 
Committee, and creative coordinator, is a 
recipient of the Allied Professions Medal 
of the American Institute of Architects, is a 
member of the National Council on Arts, 
and of the President’s Advisory 
Commission on Historic Preservation. 

Ever since he began his own practice as a 
landscape architect over twenty years ago, 
Mr. Halprin’s work has been noted both for 
its spontaneity and for its intensity. But 
increasingly, out of an acute professional 
awareness of the confines of most 
disciplines, Mr. Halprin progressed towards 
a widened involvement with man and 
his environment. 



Mr. Halprin’s world wide practice includes 
major environmental design and planning 
projects such as the Comprehensive 
Design Plan for the American Virgin 
Islands; the Sea Ranch on the California 
Coast, which was a notable first in 
ecological planning; the campus of the 
Hebrew University in Jerusalem; the 
Nicollet Mall in Minneapolis; Ghirardeili 
Square in San Francisco; and the planning 
of several new towns now uncfer 
construction. He is currently working on 
the replanning of many urban centers in 
major U.S. cities. 

Mr. Halprin’s books, paralleling his career, 
are consistent with his pursuit of answers 
to increasingly complex environmental 
problems. He is author of “Cities” (1963) 
and “Freeways” (1966). In “New York, 
New York” (1968), a study of the quality 
and meaning of open space in urban 
design, he explores the perceptions and 
possibilities of urban space. He is also 
co-author of “The Freeway in the City” 
(1968), a study for the Bureau of Public 
Roads, which defines design tephniques 
for weaving transportation arteries into the 
socio-ecological fabric of urban areas. 
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OVERVIEW is not only an organization, but 
an approach— an approach which directs 
the interactions of creative and highly 
motivated experts to derive solutions that 
are both responsive and workable. 

The first phase of a project is in-depth 
analysis by OVERVIEW. The analysis 
includes searching discussions with the 
client and client constituency: to identify 
the problem; define the parameters; and 
determine the personnel, program and 
techniques to be applied. 

Only after doing this does OVERVIEW, 
as a second phase, assemble the 
appropriate working team that can utilize 
the best and latest and most relevant 
techniques, tools, and information. The 
team is put together not only with the 
expert knowledge and participation of the 
Principal Advisors, but also in consultation 
with the client. 


In the third phase, The OVERVIEW Group 
and working team determine the precise 
requirements of the program: its budget; 
scheduling; specific character; and 
execution. OVERVIEW is unique in the 
emphasis its places upon uniting the 
planning function and product with 
strategies of implementation. Only this 
unity ensures effective results. 

OVERVIEW gives great emphasis to 
practical political public relations, and 
to the communications skills necessary 
to obtain the participation and support 
of all the affected publics. OVERVIEW does 
not plan for its clients; it plans with them — 
seeking to inform and evoke. The Executive 
Committee of OVERVIEW makes decisions 
on approaches to projects and philosophy 
of operation. It provides day-to-day 
direction of the firm’s activities as well 
as policy review and development. 
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Tab 18 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: EMILE DE ANTONIO 

A WHITE COMEDY". 




)UCER OF THE FILM "MILLHOUSE: 


Your attention is directed to the attached article from the 
Washington Post and the FBI report on De Antonio. 

\ 

Inquiry by my secretary was made at the American Film Institute 
Theatre at L' Enfant Flaza and it was determined that the film 
played only one night. However, De Antonio, according to the 
article, is attempting to sell it to a distributor. 

I recommend we watch the progress of the film, taking particular 
note to determine if Larry O'Brien is stupid enough to get behind 
it. If s6, we can, armed with the Bureau's information, do a 
Nofziger job on De Antonio and O’Brien, thereby losing the battle 
but winning the war. Advise. 
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August 10, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN tf. DEAN, III 
FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 


SUBJECT: 


SHOWING OF UNCUT FILM OF RICHARD NIXON *8 
1952 "CHECKERS SPEECH 11 1 , ~ 


2 have looked Into this natter. Apparently the Business 
Week blurb refers to or is 'Similar to a two week shoving 
Of the speech at the New Yorker Theatre in New York City 
last May. As the accompanying articles indicate, this 
apparently is not the some format as "Milhous : A White 
Comedy" which we looked into and determined significant 
derogatory information on the producer, Eaile de Antonio. 

Z will have someone take a look at the Washington showing 
of the- Checkers Speech once It is advertised, with a view 
towards determining If the showing is a shady money-making 

sch erne or a politically directed attach - or both. 

.. ’ > 

You might wish to so advise HRH and Timmons. 


Attachment 


9831 


October 6* 1971 


MEMORANDUM TO: H. R. Haldeman 

FROM: Mort Allin 


The NY Review of Books has an ad for rental of Millhouse »» 
l, a film in the tradition of the Marx Brothers" -• and rental 
and sale of the Checkers Speech film. The latter is for rent 
at $6O-$iO0 a throw and for sale at $275* Millhouse* s price 
isn*t given one needs to apply to New Yorker films for the 
price conditions apparently. 

(212+EN 2-6330, EN 2*6374, 5) 


cc: Jack Caulfield 



31-889 0 - 74 - 11 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 13, 1971 


MEMORANDUM 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


This matter seems to be building. You are reminded 
that a significant derogatory dossier is in the 
possession of the bureau vis a vis de Antonio. 

t 

My view is that we should use such information at a 
propitious moment - ideally when interest or support 
for :the film is evidenced by Larry O’Brien and company 


FOR JOHN W. DE1AN, 
JACK CAULFHB LD 
MILLHOUSE FIIM 



Attachment 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I N G TON 

October 15, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


JOHN W. DEAN, 


JACK CAULFIELD 


EMILE DE ANTONI 



'RODUCER 


NEW YORKER FILMS, INC; AND 
FIIM DISTRIBUTOR 


OF "MILLHOUSE" 
DANIEL TALBOT, 


Attached is a copy of a Variety article indicating the 
expected interest of the D.N.C. in "Millhouse". I 
recommend that it is time to move on the above firm 
and individuals, as follows: 

A) Release of de Antonio’s F.B.I. derogatory 
background to friendly media. 

B) Discreet IRS audits of New Yorker Films, Inc., 
de Antonio and Talbot 


NOTE: Talbot advised our source today that massive 

distribution of the film is planned for colleges after 1 / 15 / 72 . 


ATTACHMENT 
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after Waller 
Corrections 
if.iSMflJ Oswald on 
'• C'i>S Evening News.” 
‘ 41 j officials still refuse 

nnued on 5 »ge 39> 


:u;isoPitFaca 

jp ; mKOBS? G 


Got His Gun," Dalton 
er.liwar vehicle, based 
i j9tl novel, he-s been 
t a bit. As a result the 
release, resubmitted 
• St Ratings System for 
tlassification, has been 
GP, whereas it had 


eck’s crop there's only 
ve H, namely Warner's 
*>•." Five make it as 
m‘s Memory.*' "Mary, 
cots” and ''Sometimes 
lin'd oil page 54 > 
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Hollywood. Oct. 12. 

Frank Cooper has an idea that 
the Far East is ripe for filmmaking 
a la Spain, Italy, England rr.d 
other European points in the ear’. " 
'50s. Agent will set out Thurs:i‘. : 
i on exploration trip, concentrate i 
on Japan and Hong Kong. Coop r 
feels impending visit of Presiden t 
Richard Nixon to mainland China 
is indicative of things to come in 
terms of increased travel and in- 
terest among pet pies of the East 
and Western worlds to get to know 
each other better. 

He will attempt to get bearing 
on Asian interest in stories by 
American writers as well as pros- 
pects for coproduction ventures. 
In Kong Kong he will have meet- 
ings with P. ii ri 1 tun Shaw, who has 
his own studio complex. Cooper 
believes that the Orient will enjoy 
a fad as a film backdrop during 
next several years and hopes to I 
get in on the ground floor. I 


... 

Jordan i3 executive vici-VT;.,,. 
dent of Columbia Pictures Inter- 
national and while abroad h^-.also 
implemented the new Col- 
3ros. 
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SOUGHT BY DEiOCMTSlp/»!Kr 2ft, 

Nevada. O Callaghan said. 

Asked about legalized prostitu- 
tion. O'Callaghan said. "I do not 

•Millhouse," says he'll refuse lo| Jw'dan^oroSrfliiS?"?' th^urbtan 
ETnLStJ 0 .^ c J ,use of ,he associated 


$an Francisco. Oct. 12. 
Emile de Antonio, director of 
tiie Nixon-slamming documentary 


Committee for political 
against White House. 

Here for San Francisco Film 
Fest after the Stratford Film Fest 
showing de Antonio stated Demos 
have contacted him "asking if I 
would be willing to enter negotia- 
tions for sale of rights. I won't 


punchy problems.' 

Several Nevada counties have 
legalized prostitution. 

O'Callaghan pointed out that 
the problems include "hoodlum- 
ism. white slavery and narcotics." 
Asked whether he would fjvor 
[legalizing prostitution as a revenue 


sell it to them because l^do not ■ measure, the governor said.' “Ne- 
. ‘Continued on page 22* 1 vnda docs not need whore money." 


| 
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ted-Bed For Hollywood Front Money 

JourtcTii axis’ 2d Foa^urc 

+ * — 


r~ 


Pbaa Suite." "Catch 22." "On a< 
Clear I>av Yen C:~. 1- Mr Fwt-ver" i 
“Feint Your Yi'agMn.” 

Domestic rentals for "Love 
Story’’ are now figured at $-17,- 
000,000. “W??cn" is in at $22,003/ 
C'.;-:-'roi]dwide, $14,030,000 of 
wh:>n is domes tic. 


. Oct 12. 
amission, set 
■n prristecl a 
UOO.OOj. Its 
ncludcG pc- 
of Dalia s, 
ldn.-tr: sluts. 

headed by 
5. In a it* 
laarcJi lit' 1 - 
?ston Smith 
an his cc*i- 
co:mr.:s.,ion 
Texas is a 
•ith JTiOu.a- 
d cities at 
"There is 
Dallas ci- 
on in eotrr- 
iir.mcasur- 
enuinc in- 
tatc, "Ska- 


quesUor.: is the way to 1 immortal- 
ity in Hollywood an incut Able 
fondness for practical jokes on 
the set? 


znftnnH.v.f 


tifiiis has 
•r a Or!> 


r-\ « | ■ »'*i » 

L;.V}7;jf Wii»! 

‘Continued from page 4) 

wouldn't be able/'io cast ballots an 
pacts for industrials. V.'icst says 
"the idea may be valid, but it’s 
certainly not democratic." 

In sdditic-t), V/icst s ; V.; the dis- 
sidents support reduction rf the 
quorum requirements for SAG 
meetings and abandonment of con- 
tract rt-fcrcnd'Jtr.s in favor rf ac- 
ceptance or reaction of a contract 
by the reduced quorum. 

Though the first of these ideas 

.'OS-'il 




was withdrawn as a CAC proposal 
before it was voted on. and neither 
.. i ,>a5 been included in the 
• : itV.j i Pendents' campaign literature. 
- • *.vi.-st calls itii-m "hidden planks" 


f! - » :-il •-.«•* 

I * . ■ c i i..,ib*tt L . - . i 
< Continued from page 1) 

•TUpport any Democratic candidate, 
iitther." 

V. At press conference, director 
disclosed most of film's footage 
was bough* from W ADC hi New 
York “because ABC is tire poorest 
of the three networks and you can 
get a better price from them be- 
cause they’re more anxious to sell 
film." 

De Antonio, a self-dcscrihed 
“radical," also contended the webs 
should have no right to choree 
anything for their news footage. 
"The film belongs to all the peo- 
ple; they have no rirht to sell it} 
just because they're the only three J 
who have access to the White 
House." His own request to inter- 
view the President was never an- 
swered, he said. 


VtiU-itU still •iiltsoH Kill 


. Wedncrflay. 


l+tt+t -M-+ >-t-f * 4 « Sd-t-t- 

•> 



Lee Kingsley has joined the Judd Concert A 
tan. She's currently touting the Blue Dr-:v.. 
Film trade will recall her late husband, Fd.'.ar 
distributor . . . Gordon Hitchens who ~ .- 
themed" issue of Film Culture, goes to 
Germany come November. 

NATO has set up a special number for ex 
in for reservations and in need of other :r.f. : 
M28 and ask for Miss Bonnie Fisher. Ti'.e r - 
Oct. 25 at llte Americana Now York . . .. lr: 
Disney Award ihis year goes to Ned !’. Derm* 
pany exec iex-prez cf RKO) ‘-for the ins;', 
provided the Will P.oger Memorial I-’und." 
place within the framework of the President's 
Irgri:! Finger has been appointed booker 
Formerly with Eve Productions, she will be ir. 
local and national shipment of prints with 
Cowan assumes the duties of executive assist:, 
of secretary. She will manage sales and a: 
EUman. 

Michael Haddad, herd of Beirut's Cir.e 
Lebanon ‘he’s also the DC A distrf-utrr rod 
suits*, arrived with l.'s cassettes expert in Ne- 
their two da\-s' sti>:v»:f, r n route to I Tolly wiv'd, 
tive friends in the film Jmsiness wer^ away *■ 
Atonement * While in LA., where h:s main rr. ■ 
place, Haddad made a two-day detour to Lai 
Aci or Waller Matthau named "King of tit-' 
Radio C-.ty Music Halt in honor of his r<xv r . 
star of films playing at the Rockefeller sl.o-iva 
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the: white house 

WAS 1J I N G ”C N 

October 20, 1971 

A 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN. IlCxC\ 0 

\ V, 


^ / 


FROM : 
SUBJECT: 


< r 


* i < 

i i ✓ \ 


JACK CAULFIELD 
DANIEL TA LBOT, M MIlIFiOUSE ,t FILM DISTRIBUTOR 


#362-1243 


Talbot has been identified as follows: 

Male, white, 42 years of age 
Resides at 180 Riverside Drive, Manhattan 
Occupation - Film Distributor 
No criminal record - F.B.I. 

Member of Stop the Draft 
Movement-!!. Y * C • in 1967 - Ii.Y.C.P.D. 


Talbot was pretext interviewed daring a visit to his office 
located at 2^0 West 89 th St., Manhattan on IO/ 1 O/ 7 I. Such 
office is adjacent to the Hew Yorker Theatre located at 
Broadway and 88th Street, Manhattan . Such theatre is currently 
showing MILLKOUSE. 


Talbot ’s office was observed as being a sloppy one room operation 
with one secretary. Rent was determined to be So 5 per month. 

It was ascertained that the film is also being shown in 
Philadelphia and San Francisco. 

Talbot advised that his future plans for the film include 
distribution to college groups on a lease basis. He 'also described 
plans to distribute the film to other cities, but careful 
questioning determined a market only in third and fourth rate 
theatres . * 

Talbot referred questions about possible Democratic pressures to 
acquire the film to the producer, Emile D 1 Antonio. 


COMMENTS 

Even though the financial handling and distribution of this film 
appears to be in the hands of amateurs, it must be remembered that 
it is getting considerable play in the liberal press. Additionally, 
D* Antonio was interviewed by A gr on sky on TV this past week. Further, 
Variety reported the DHC has approached D 'Antonio with a view towards 
acquiring the film. 


I feel that there is potential here for this film to take fire and 
become a cause celebre. At the moment only the radical left is 
patronizing it. We must be quite careful not to be identified with any 
act or actions which would incite the interest of the general 
public. Resultingly, any fiction taken vis a vis D* Antonio 
or Talbot should be weighed carefully and well hidden. 

This includes my previous comments re D* Antonio's background 
and our capability at I.R.8. 
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October 20, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: GORDON STRACHAN 

FROM: JOHN DEAN 


I am forwarding the attached material regarding the distribution 
of the film "MILL-HOUSE 11 for your information. I will keep you 
advised as we monitor the situation and try to do anything we can 
to deal with it* 


Attachments 
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THE 'WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


Date 


TO: _ 
FROM: 




Fred F. Fielding 


ACTION: 




Approval / Signature 
Comments /Recommendations 
Prepare Response 
Please Handle 

* 

For Your Information 


File 


U 




REMARKS: 

flu* •k 

-to cfcr !$- 27 /L/— 

Jfe p, -WU T) 5 

eLc-t^< l(L .$ \u*> i * r 

-^t> £*«_ &- *wt*XXZins^ xk^Js- UjZ/A 

'/•" lAJui*lUs d-4. /l~t*A4~KAsb 

uL&T t#U. 

**"? / V ^' A 



9838 



i wish to reluctantly de^hA^i^rff t Op- 
timistic tenor of Representative Fraser's 
communication in the August 21 New 
Rfpublic, in regard to Democratic Party 


reform. 

From my own experience as a member 
of the Missouri Reform Commission, 
and from information that I have re- 
ceived from New Democratic Coalition 
chapters around the country, the com- 
mitment of Democratic Party state or- 
ganizations to party reform is generally 
nonexistent. While a number of stales, 
'including Missouri, have formally met 
national guideline requirements, the in- 
tent to use the new rules to maintain 
"the old gang” is quite apparent. 

It would be most helpful if Represen- 
tative Fraser, (whom I admire greatly) 
and other Democratic Party leaders 
would examine closely the realities of 
the power relations in state party or- 
ganizations which make it extremely 
unlikely in many areas for written re- 
form rules to be translated effectively 
into democratic delegation selection pro- 
cesses. Emphasis on literal reform, while 
a step in the right direction, is not 
enough. Democratic state party proced- 
ures must be open every day of every 
year if we are to realistically expect an 
open delegate selection process every 
four years. 


Then* is an impmlant point, however, 
that 1 believe needs clarification. My 
book doc<= not state that an American 
conspiracy lay behind the Tonkin in- 
cidents, but neither does it reject such 
an interpretation - as might be inferred 
from the review. The question of a Ton- 
kin plot came up many times during my 
interviews of the American sailors and 
airmen who were involved with the na- 
val action. The circumstantial evidence 
is plentiful. Tonkin Gulf does not pre- 
sume to reach a verdict; it does dis- 
cuss the evidence, pro and con, very 
seriously. 

Eugene G. Windchy 

Washington, DC 

Kauffmann, from page 22 
and so on, but a) there was a great deal 
more territory within their limits than 
within Benjamin's, and b) they rarely 
pretended to be anything but them- 
selves in different settings. If one is go- 
ing to go the Brando or Hoffman route 
of versatility, then one must be . . . ver- 
satile. Benjamin's exploding fantasist is 
no different from anything else he's 
done, and the tacit undercurrent of 
near-madness that might have given the 
part poignance - and comedy - is utter- 
ly missing. Just another Benjamin per- 
formance in which he's smarter than 
everyone else. (Is it in his contract?) 

The best performance is by Chill Wills, 
the old Western actor, as the old West- 
ern actor. Over this half-baked film he 
pours a gravy of rich old Hollywood 
hokum. 


Marvin L. Madeson 
National Chairman 
New Democratic toaht/oi 


Author Replies 


I w^« greatly pleased it) see 
Tonkm\Gulf, reviewed/in youi 
ber 18 iwye by Carl Marcy. 
without d\bt is o/e of th4 
best qualifie^Uo copment on 
kin Gulf incKkene and theil 
cance. 


AUTHOI 


ITEtJ 


NEW ybRK PUBUSHER . 

leading book Publisher seeks manuscripts of flail 
types: fictioz fjon- fiction, poetry, s holarly ^r.o 
juvenile woAs. etc. New authors wc corned, (or 
complete formation, send for bookl t NR-1. ft's 
free. Vsr.wge Press. 516 West 34 St . New Yolk 
N Y. lOOil. 


BY 


Emile de Antonio, who made the pun- 
gent In the Year of the Pig about Viet- 
nam, has now made a documentary 
about President Nixon called Mi/l/icurse. 
From the deliberate misspelling of the 
President’s middle name in the title 
right to the end, de Antonio makes no 
pretense of objectivity. The film misses 
few chances to s ho w* Nixon at his worst. 
I wouldn't want to suggest that this is a 
difficult job, still there are lots of meth- 
ods in the picture that could be used 
equally against de Antonio's heroes, 
whoever they may be. The first se- 
quence is in Madame Tussaud's as they 
fit the waxen head on the Nixon dum- 
my; it could have been Lincoln or Saint 
Francis. When Nixon is in trouble on 
his South American good-will tour, we 
get a snatch of Chiquita Banana on the 
sound track. When he's making TV 
tapes for his '63 campaign, wc get his 
off-the-record comments and his fluffs 
in. discarded material. What do they 
prove? 


But then if one rr, an objective film 
about Nivon and C.J it with complete- 
ness, it would have to include the 
"Checkers" speech of '52, the calculated 
scurrility of his previous California 
campaigns against Jerry Voorhis and 
Helen Cahagan Douglas, his farewell to 
the press after his '62 defeat in Califor- 
nia, and the "let's-win-this-one-for-Ike" 
acceptance speech in '68. Also, between 
the time I saw Millhou se and the writ- 
ing of this review, I saw the one annual 
TV show I never miss, the Miss Ameri- 
ca competition; and after looking at 
Bert Parks and listening to his sinceri- 
ty. ... ‘ 

Millhouse is a good political cartoon 
(figuratively). Besides, it brings out 
several points. It highlights the blatant 
newness of the "new" Nixon, with wide 
smile and upstretched arms. (Who de- 
cided on the change and coached him?) 
Second, Mrs. Nixon. Repeatedly, one 
sees her sitting absolutely rigid as her 
husband speaks, her face slightly smil- 
ing. I couldn't escape the feeling that 
she looked frightened - of what might 
happen to her later if she moved an inch 
or smiled a fraction more or less. That's 
an unprovable impression, of course; 
but it reminded me of the impression I 
used to get from Mrs. Thomas E. Dewey 
in photographs and newsreels. She al- 
ways stood close to Dewey (a sort of 
Nixon forebear) with a forced little 
smile on her face, and I always imag- 
ined he was twisting her arm behind 
her back. 

The most revealing moment in the film 
for me was a statement by a former 
California neighbor of the boy Nixon, 
who tells us that the future President's 
mother, after a long day’s work or early 
in the morning, used to bake 40 or 50 
pies for sale. That kind of grinding hard 
work around a child tends to produce 
one of tw'o kinds of reaction: money- 
hate or money-worship. I mean wor- 
ship, not necessarily itch for acquisi- 
tion: veneration of money and of those 
who have it. 

That memory of his mother, slaving 
that way, is very possibly part of the 
foundation of Nixon's world-view: 
money is the best good and anything | 
that stands in the way of your getting 
it legally is the anti-Christ. Imagine how 
much more dangerous the present US 
economic situation must be than he has 
admitted - or his view of it, anyway. If 
he is forced to interfere even slightly 
with a laissez-faire system, how very 
frightened he must be. His new eco- 
nomic policy, flabby and biased as it is, 
denies the aspirations and acceptances 
he learned from his mother's pie-baking. 
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1 alien j’or a number of the cliches el 

the films ot the fifties is almost ironic 
— in his glorification of the sweetness 
of the village idiot, the perversion of 
the preacher’s son, the secret affair 
between the rich lady and the rugged 
ir dualist. And his moods are so 
beautifully supplemented by the juke- 
box and radio sounds of the fifties that 
one regrets the palness of his movie- 
house offerings: Father 0 } the Bride for 
obvious contrast with Sonny's grubby 
romancing of the succulent Charlene 
in the back row, Red River for the 
theater’s final offering — projected in a 
manner befitting the Music Hall rather, 
than a one-woman dreary moviehouse. 
But none of these deters my feeling that 
The Last Picture Show is the best 
American film so far this year and 
that Bogdanovich is one of our most 
gifted moviemakers. 


In contrast The Debut, the Russian 
Festival opener, is a sorry little film, 
inept, primitive in style, script and per- 
formance, an insult to the great tradi- 
tion of Russian film. Directed and co- 
authored by Gleb Panfilov, it offers us 
the making of a film within the film, 
its plain-jane heroine, Lina Tchouri- 
kova, starring in a movie about Joan 
of Arc amid flashbacks of her duff ro- 
mance with a married man whom she 
lures from and loses back to his wife. 
Certainly the filmmaking scenes are 
incredible (not even the state-supported 
Russians make films in sequence, with 
dozens of extras acting around the 
star’s close-ups) and the romance fool- 
ish. The attempt to show a homely 
warm-hearted silly girl triumphant on 
screen is as awkward as the attempt to 
show her as Joan; the film lacks the 
charm and subtlety that makes such a 
theme (carried off beautifully in Loves 
of a Blonde, Shakespeare Wallah ami 
others) potent or even beguiling. Jt |s 
simply superficial and sentimental. 

Small doubt that KotcJi is sentimen- 
tal, but with Walter Matthau in theftiue 
role and Jack Lemmon making a fnojst 
auspicious directorial debut, the charm 
predominates and the result is a 1 very 
nice, neat and touching entertainment. 
With a screenplay by John Paxtpn 
based on Katharine Topkins’ novefl, ii’s 
the story of a 72-year-old widowed with 
a zest for life and a will to survive be- 
yond his daughter-in-law’s antagejnHrn. 
Garrulous, given to over-wateri nig jlhe 
garden and to spoiling his infant grand- 
son, Kolch escapes the threat off at su- 
per-jolly “retirement village ”| ;and 
winds up with ’a cottage of hil jbwn 
shared by an unmarried pregnant teen- 
ager. The outgoing, convivial o^lfman 
and the uptight introverted girl 11 
odd couple, but Matthau, refre 


ii. <■ : L.'iii.! i» : ;:ij s 1 ; : cliur. icier rr. 

down 10 the tceth-iucking tics of se- 
nilily , and Deborah Winters, a cool 
kitten from Hail. /hreP~-jrr& The Peo- 
ple Next Door, give the relationship a 
shining authenticity. There arc excel- 
lent performances too from Gerald 
Aidman, as the guilt-ridden son. and 
Felicia Farr, as the nerve-taut- daughter- 
in-law. among others. Matthau shows a 
new dimension to his art and Lemmon 
proves his abilities behind the camera 
match those he has shown out front. 

Paul Bogart, who directed Marlowe 
and Nalls of Anger with a sure hand, 
conics upon script trouble with Skin 
Game, mainly because the bright idea 
derived from a Richard A. Simmons 
story is beaten to death in the attenu- 
ated screenplay by Pierre Marton. the 
nom de plume (or anonymity) Peter 
Stone has chosen for the occasion. The 
bright idea involves James Garner and 
Lou Gossett, that superb black stage 
actor too rarely seen in films, as a pair 
of confidence men roaming the pre- 
Civil-War South and conning slavers. 
Gainer getting cash on the line for Gos- 
sett and Gossett rejoining Garner later 
for his share. It’s Gossett's game (after 
all, he’s “the color they’re buying (his 
year”) but it conics a cropper when! he 
is “freed” by John Brown’s raiders and 
then actually sold. The script, alas, pro- 
vides romantic interest for Garner in the 
form of humorless Susan Clark as a 
con lady and for Gossett in the form of 
Brenda Sykes as a put ty slave girl and 
the ladies slow the game to a standstill. 

A pity. Garner and Gossett get off to a 
fine start — but Burt Lancaster and Ossie 
Davis carried things to a happier con- 
clusion on a not too dissimilar theme 
in The Scalphtntters. whose authors felt 
no need — as the Stone script docs — to 
make the black man super-pure and the 
white man a goodnal ured heel. 

Making Richard Nixon super-ridicu- 
lous leads to the failure of Mrllhouse. a 
collage by Emile de Aniojiio, w ho made 
Point of Order. Rush toifiulgment and 
In the Year oj the Pig. A self-described 
“white comedy," “in the tradition of 
the Marx Brothers." the film is a non- 
chronologica! touching of highlights in 
the Nixon career, with commentary by 
Jules Witcovcr, Joe McGinniss. James 
Weelislcr and others, flashbacks to the 
Voorhis and Helen Gahagan Douglas 
defeats, scenes from conventions and 
campaigns. But even the most ardent 
anti-Nixonite realizes early on that RMN 
is no laughing matter; enough already 
with the D.A.R. and middle- America 
types. And enough of converting the 
converted. The real art lies in making 
the truth of Nixon plain in a film the 
GOP biggies might watch. 

, A feu) io>k. 


M I«> 1 Wt v w , , , . , ^ 

Emile tie Antonio is a specialist at cin- 
ematic aci'punctutc. In such tiocumen- 
tary essays as Point of Order (about 
the Army-McCarthy hearings) and In 
the Year of the Pig (a cyTuCnl cfiro-- 
nology of the Viet Nam War), he nee- 
dled sonic popular historic myths and 
a few political reputations. Now. in Mi//- 
hovse, De Antonio has employed his 
usual technique of matching fragments 
of news film with quick on-camera in- 
terviews to produce an unflattering but 
funny likeness of the 37ih President 
(whose middle name is Milhous, not 
Millhousc. but let that go). To be sure. 
Dc Antonio’s jubilant bias sometimes 
plays him false. Nixon is too often 
seen stumbling over a foot or a phrase, 
and sometimes satire descends to the 
level of easy derision, as when scenes 
of Nixon's South American visit in 
1958 arc accompanied by the old Chi- 
quita Banana jingle on the sound track. 

But when it works, Dc Antonio’s 
sense of juxtaposition can be lethal. 
New's film of Nixon’s 1968 nomination 
acceptance speech (“Let's win this one 
for Ike”) is intercut with footage of 
Pat O'Brien in Knute Rocknc advising 
his lachrymose squad to “win one for 
the Gipper” — their hospitalized team- 
mate, who. with anachronistic irony, 
was portrayed by Ronald Reagan. De 
Antonio is also shrewd enough to know' 
when Nixon is his own worst enemy, 
and he devotes a long section of Mill- 
housc to the Checkers speech alone. Re- 
citing his list of assets, attempting to 
sound humble and folksy (“Pat doesn't 
have a mink coat, hut she does have a re- 
spectable Republican cloth coat"), all 
the while struggling grimly to look nat- 
ural. Nixon seems to emerge as the 
kind of biinko artist of whom W.C. 
Fields always ran afoul. 

Millhousc touches on everything from 
the campaign against Helen Gahagan 
Douglas to all six crises, and includes 
some unfamiliar footage like J. Edgar 
Hoover making Nixon an honorary 
FBI agent. Subtitled a “white comedy.” 
the film is hardly likely to win praise 
for fighting fair. But at its best. Mill- 
house has the impact of a David I.c- 
vinc caricature. 

* )oy Cocki 


From Adolescent to Puerile 

That sound you hear is of checkbooks 
closing all over Hollywood. The books 
belong to the smart money; the reason 
for their action is The Lest Movie* by 
Dennis Hopper— the same Dennis Hop- 
per who recently opened the checkbooks 
with Easy Rider, 1 he faults of that 
film arc legendary — the paranoid swag- 
ger, the inept dr tig trips, the comic- 
book heroism. But the film also shared i 
with other examples of naive art an un- 


* Not to be confused, sfihotieh it undoubtedly 
will be, with Peter Uojalanovicli’s excellent 


The Lait Picture Shew [1 j.mf. Oct. 111. 
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bo ciassjfj<?<l by tbe Motion I’iHurc Association of Ameri- 
ca’s Code. and Putin# Administration. It oupht to lie rated 
COP. 

For with only « little editing by * Republican scissor, lie 
Anton'u/s collage nf newsreel end TV clips could be turned into a 
Nison campaign film for J 072. Having aimed for satire, the direc- 
tor has managd io get only about as far as sarcasm and instead 
of portraying a monster, ho has shown a man. p 

This cannot, have l oon the intention of the director of “Point of 
Older.” a study of the hysteric, of McCarthy ism, and •'•'the year of 
the I'ijf," an invaluable account of America's plummet into Vietnam. 

For De Antonio is no disinterest- 

cd documcntavian; he knows 


» 

. :&■■ 




what he dislikes. 

In “Millhon^e.” showing at the 
New Yorker, Broadway and Seth 
St., and the Plaza. Ti E. 58th 
St., lie Antonio tries' to entrap 
his victim in ?. c»flu!oitl Wi.b 
whose warp is ehroivdogy and 
\-.'», 0 :'€ woof is irony. Put Nixon 
somehow escape.; ridicule, so 
much so that an c*id:oncc that 
came to laugh the other after - 
roon at the Plaza h ft mutely 
j, a pressed, if not enamored. 

It j< not that De \ id.onio’s eye 
and ear have failed .him; they art 
jip alert and. acerbic as ever and 
iditor Mary Lampson has ar- 
ranged the asseudded film clips 
vviih clever pace and liming. 

That the ijJsi: goes astray lies 
5.1 the fact that Pi- hard Nixon 
represents something that, what- 
ever one thinks of him, strikes a 
t h<»d whose note is burniumous 
rather than disix-nar.t. 

Hv traveling the road from 
tv hi! tier to the White House, and 
eiicoitiitering a good r* umber of 
tuts £.-,u dermns ah mg the way, Nixon has striven f«r and achieved 
th? American dream. .And, perhaps mure imjuirUintly. he 1* uo Easy 
Nidt-r tracking down a solitary road ; he has. had at his side — erou- 
t’C*'.a' , v at least---’ nvpitwdc of other are; met s. 


The last IjU’h? 


The result io that one cannot i.-e'p hut be impressd with the ! 
Nixon of ''Milhous,'* rw-n at such bathetic moments as his “Checkers | 
Speech" or his "Last Press conference.” j 

Take the Checkers incident: sure it v; ni corny and a little bit j 
•wba'fiVi-.-bng. but c..?' •me- really rough sit a man who iiin tides thr.tj 
he owes S20,M)0 on ills house, who hod u> borrow 31.”t-0 from ids l 
ya rents and is paying them 4 r l in tow-si, who is confident that his | 
wife ran withstand the- <■ difficult, tores because she is Irish r.n*I ! 
therefore very tough? 

Xi*fm's recent yenchnnt for “firsts" illicit s a chuckle when he 
says thr.t the dsic’ox -res he is making are "unprtcendemed in Amer- 
ican politics.” 

And if Nixon * r.-,t severely damage himself when IV Antonio 
lets niii; sneak for lvvrwelr*, neither dm*.? the director do him much 
harm when he marbpiih'des our response bv juxtaposin;- film clips 
and sound trucks to paint a ridiculous image. 

t.*e Anionic’s ; st:trg»v,t ion that ivn? Ni.-an who a;k:- the Ib-pnu'i- 
r»:n? io “win this one tv.j- ixe" is as Indic.-mss as the Koutc Rockr* 
w h«» sd.tu his Noire IV.mc footballers !o “win one for the flipper," 
fust doesn’t come off. The sioty of }to« kw’s plea imlin-cs si mug etmi- 
iiuus in many and, fmfcvivion*, both t!sc tiOl* and the Fighting Iiish 
won, didn't they ? 

Fintibuly, De Anlomn's implicit tV-n {'.at the Nixon whe. tells an 
“ !.; doing h:...l imitation of .Mart hi Luther 
. . .” does £i.*t denigrate N5x-.ui as much as 1 


r of funny moments: Nixon stumbling 

t.er.m: Nixon ii, t ! -e kitchen with Khrnxh- 
•i-.l'.vator l urine. * sheriff's badge) cmn- 


X b-- is one e:> era:. le «vj! in ".‘.liiliH.i.se” that all v.ho see it J. 
ntcl’i do v.i-il to t.i'-e ;• -e „f. Vi-: * ; s . i«-v;si-.r« <>nd :!• > -uisecn ! 

yi.i !;•. j.f;‘ S lilt I ui.l a IvIMiili'.V ; .natcUV 

into a ;.- i fw-sii-nal wh<.» ::.;cs the t'.V-t* thv v.nv I.ash lail.'u, the 

hullv’i.w. 

•'•e >la»:bl w*r*pia5y 1>»* con,err;e,l jil-m-t t’ijs sir,i:in ! .! >kill. Hut 
we she,*:,! b,. just as v. I t It.-- 1 r. i;:,c v.’ c might bee. Nixon <;-.u 
cf ii.ay he •; v>»/> oat-.N’ixe,».»-hi,-»!. 

— dEiV.t r.STS':' j 


anilisiue 

“f sge* a day 

! Xiii(i r £ '■ 

I have a !v ; -: 

ho mlgbi 

l have- like. i. 

>nd, as 

E-sid Staikie 

“genius : 

L- tPo i: ifi i : « 

The 

iihi) has T: 

ih rough 

:. rushing f-< 

chc-v; N 

T:«-n ami Rn-i 
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(From the New York Post, Sept. 29, 1971) 



James A. 
Wechsier 

ON WHOM IS THE JOKE? 


During many moments of the preview of Emile de An- 
tonio’s newest political documentary — "Millhouse: A White 
Comedy” — the predominantly young, anti-establishment 
audience howled with a kind of ecstatic laughter. But fcrS 
those who have lived through the rise and fall and resurrec- 
tion of Nix on, there was a certain hollowness in the 

merriment, i las the joke so far really been on Nixon — or 
on the country, and even on some of the alienated young who 
found this an evening of broad comedy? 

In two of his previous films, do Antonio, a gifted, spirited 
maverick skillfully recorded the decline of Sen. Joseph 
McCarthy (‘ Point of Order”) and the political-military fol- 
lies of the promoters of the Vietnam war {‘‘In the Year of 
the Pig”). But in both instances the film appeared, in a 
sense, after history had rendered its verdict; Joe McCarthy 
had died an isolated, discredited figure, and our Vietnam 
role had been overwhelmingly repudiated when that produc- 
tion appeared, in November, 19G9. 

But ‘‘Millhouse” — the misspelling is a superfluity— is 
now to be shown in the crucial 13 months before the 1972 
election. Richard Milhous Nixon is very much alive, and the 
notion of his re-election is., far from' frivolous. Amid the 
entertainment de Antonio’s film will afford hard-core antl- 
Nixonites, one wonders whether it wil say much to many 
millions of Americans who, whether we like it or not, still 
seriously contemplate voting for Mr. Nixon's re-clcction. 

Nixon has long been vulnerable to caricature; but he 
has refused to fade away. One had the uneasy sense 
that large segments of de Antonio’s documentary, hilarious 
as they seemed to most of the assemblage at the New 
Yorker Theater on Manhattan’s YV. SSth St., could evoke 
reverent attention on some streets in Manhattan, Kansas. 

An obvious example is the celebrated Nixon news con- 
ference in 1962 after he lost California's gubernatorial race. 

Some in the audience here appeared to find this non- 
Snstant replay a ludicrous interlude; some of the lines do 
indeed retain their universal vapidity. But in. larger terms 
the portrayal may elicit more sympathy than derision. It 
shows a man in ihe very lowest depths of political despair, 
swinging out with weary bitterness at a hostile world; then, 
not too long afterward, he is seen dutifully campaigning for 
Goldwatcr and stalling on the long road hack to Republi- 
can rehabilitation. Beyond ideology, this is the ancient saga 
of the battered, bruised figure who will not yield to advers- 
ity. Who realiy wins those rounds? 


The "Checkers” speech, in which Nixon is seen literally 
fighting for his political life after this newspaper's expo- 
sure of the fund created for him by various special-interest 
groups, remains a classic of political corn. But will those 
who considered it a moving soliloquy in 1952 — and obviously 
there were many — view it as a vauderville act now? 

* -s * 

Admittedly I have my own special interest in that 
episode because I appear briefly as the commentator, ex- 
plaining the nature of the Nixon Fund rand later his trial- 
balloon speech on Dien Bien Phu to the American Society 
of Newspaper Editors). This was my first cinematic per- 
formance and I should like to believe that my observations 
cast a devastating light on Nixon’s devious evasions. But I 
did not steal the show. 

As an incidental member of the cast of characters, I 
was also troubled by some indiscriminate sniping on the 
screen; Nixon’s record of deceits and demagogy is hardly 
illuminated by reciprocal treatment. 

Thus the film treats the Hill-Chambers conflict as If 
history had firmly established Hiss’ innocence and Chambers 
v« 'iv.is may j.'.ouo; . .n. ■. > , >• >> *. 

to )■*'* i'onf«:s*'d v l?:i iweniou ;ru*ls. A? 1 ;o equate : he Hies 
episode with Nixon’s unconscionable defamations of Helen 
Gahagan Douglas and Jerry Yoorhis is to engage in inno- 
cence by association. 

At anoflrcr “Juncture the film offers a glimpse of one of 
the major peace demonstrations of the Nixon era; the 
cameras focus long and hard on two Viet Cong tings, as if 
to suggest that the assembled multitude was committed to 
Hanoi rather than peace. The scene stirred applause here; 
in Manhattan, Kansas, it could produce a different result. 

- Finally there are intermittent close-ups of the elderly 
in Nixon audiences. Their faces presumably reveal some- 
thing about the banality of both speaker and listener. But 
I suspect these images reveal nothing more than the cruel 
ravages of age, and that similar countenances could be 
found in any political assemblage. 

* * * 

There are marvelous interludes in “Millhotiso,” including 
some glimpses of Nixon in rehearsal for TV performances, 
and the organization of spontaneity. But the assumption 
that there is something palpably comic about Julie Nixon 
reciting a Thanksgiving prayer at the White House is, in 
its own way, as provincial as much of the Nixon Babixttry 
that the film burlesques. The truth is that Richard Nixon, 
despite all his absurdities, has a shrewd sense of middle- 
Ameriean susceptibilities. It is much too early to assume 
condescendingly that he wiil be denied the last laugh. 
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Kome Again,’ as funny as Why Are We in ■ 
l f is-£ Ham?* and- as tznzl as *’i«am Street’.” 

PHILIP ROTH:. “Nothing so comically grotesque 
as Nixon’s transformation into a President has 
happened since Kafka’s hero turned into a 
cockroach; MILLHOUSE faithfully records that 
horrible American metamorphosis.” 

l&omm HARASS, WOE 5 TV; “One thing. Is 
sure... as you watch... the campaigns 
against Voorhte, Helen Gahagan Douglas, 
Stevenson, Kennedy, Humphrey, the Hiss 
case... the farewell speech in California... 
so you watch, you’ll he chortling cr fuming. 
Ho on© will sleep through B/HLEJ HOUSE.” 

JUE& 3 FfsSPPSR: "A zapped portrait of Nixon from 
Voorhis to Vietnam; part camp, part Horatio Alger 
run amuck- the dark side of the American dream.” 
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C-y Tom Frfzpstfick 
S'jfi-Ti/i.e: Correspondent 
Yoi’\ — Emile dc An mein sal in an 
«. tTsc.iJr.xl blue chair in (he Chelsea Hole! 


m.i lid.! v ivdecling on the- 51. years ho has in- 
!: ddted i • i ■ ; ► t‘-iv:h. 

l.v Am- !i:« 'kvi many thin;;*:. Class- 
«>■' F. I-a'i'iii-.iciy at Harvard, barge 
< mg, : n in .Now York Harbor, philosophy in- 
: ric.-m." at William and Mary College and. 
c.i.:vs(r.r or an as yet enrol eased Andy War- 

ii.t! movie call.-J “l 3 rink.” 

Du Antonio's rale ii> (hat film coosisled of 
d-hikim, a cm ri of Scotch in -0 minutes and-' 
, • !i to lh.g \t ih;- l.uor in rt Stupor. 


H-.-> t U’E as a. barge captain lafs'ttl two 
t is while lie was studying lor his PhD at 
v .ih.n.bia Dmumslfy. “II was the best in the 
o; id," tie Aiii.niio recalled. “I was paid i'tlOO 
a v.ijcl. an*! I had this huge room which I 
i d-.-d w 1 h bock* and which turned oat to he 
: it a g out plate tor parties.” 

5>-> A: i -ajtirt entered Harvard at Pi. Kennedy 
wvt years older at the time. “I found 
!: ivj charming,” tie Antonio recalled. "Bui a 
I : h:v, light. However, bo also had something 
ti :t comes to all people who prow up with 
g.i-rey. lie had great assurance, and he al- 
v.ays l.new where he was.” 
lie Antonio apparently always has known- 
v here lie was too. 


HUT NOW tic Antonio inav he on the brink 
ri oecoming a national celebrity for a docit- 
•nv.-ntary he created about President Nixon 
ilt.it is drawing record crowds at the New 
Yorker Thea • cr here. 

t he tHm is called "Millhouse.” Dc Antonio 
<! e tribes it as a white comedy in the Marx 
i‘..«-:horx tradition. "I think it represents the 
dr t time anyone has taken on a President of 


the Paired States while lie was stH! in office,” 
de Ani 'i;do said. 

Ho looked Da’efiilly at ihe Coca-Cola bottle 
that had ju.it been offered to hi; a. 

De AW onto downed the Coke in one huge 

gulp. 

T'e i.n a man or Jmpre&dve g* th with what 
tidnihic'-hv Is a ’mg*' cm? *' • c Jt y for fat'd and 
drink'. lie fc-achid >o:* a second Cuke. • 

“Fvory Sunday f do (wo things,” ho said. 
“I promise to go on (he v.ago;i, and T start a 
diet, Generally. both of them last less than a 
week.” 

DE ANTONIO SMILED m lieu, and his 
tired blue eyes tried to light up whimm suc- 
cess. 

He Isas been making what !:<- refer?; to as 
left-wing documentary films rue nearly 10 
years. They all have been critical successes, 
but nm until "Minimise” has he hud a chance 
for large financial gains. 

The others, like "Point of Order,” “Year of 
the Pig” and "Kush m Judgment,” never 
made it of the box office. 

"This time," he said, "we’re going to make 
money. It’s already hooked into Ti theaters 
across the country. In fact, it will he opening 
at the Playboy Theater in Chicago on Oct. 13. 

"I think litis is going to be the first docu- 
mentary o'hcr than the rock music films 
that will become a runaway hit.” 

DE ANTONIO ADMITS, up from, (fiat his 
portrait of Mr. Nixon is not balanced. 

"IPs very biased,” he said. “I’m a man 
who generally does a slow burn, but Nixon’s 
style just began to outrage me more and 
more. 

"Hut what I think (his movie does, right 
from the start when we show the wax dummy 
of Nixon being created, is to tit* something 
that is generally funny. I really tri<*d to do 


somethin:', in the genre of the Marx Brothers, 
Chaplin mid \V. C. Fields. I Ihinh the film is 
totally j! reverent, and that's the way I warn- 
ed it to be. 

“There’s nol enough irreverence in our lives 
today.” 

*>e Amouio admits he didn’t know bnv: well 
the film would go mvr until it premiered lasl 
month at’ the American Film hist hate The- 
ater in Washington. 

THE AUDIENCE consisted largely of sena- 
tors and congressmen. Most of them laughed 
uproariously at the film clips tracing Mr. Nix- 
on’* political career. 

These include the famous "Checkers 
speech,” Mr. Nixon’s "Win one for Ike” ex- 
hortation and even shots of Mr. Nixon advis- 
ing reporters they wouldn’t have him to kick 
around anymore after lie had been defeated 
in the .lhG'i California gubernatorial race. 

“When the movie ended,” de Antonio re- 
called. "the audience applauded for five min- 
utes.” 

Dc Antonio meditated on that for an instant 
and then said something that apparently had 
been at the back of his mind all the time. 

"You work on a film like this for a whole 
year, and you just don’t know if .it will work. I. 
had had a screening of it for myself and my 
wife, Terry, a week before. She assured me it 
would be fine, and I trust her judgment.” 

DE ANTONIO LAUGHED again. "I been 
married five times, you know and she’s been 
the best of them all.” 

De Antonio rubbed his forehead with his left 
hand. 

“I think you should know this about me,” 
he said. “I am a revolutionary, but I love 
America. 

"It’s just that I think It needs such radical 
changes right now. And I don’t like the price. 


young people have to pay to get them. 

' "The penalties for achieving freedom ll* 
tlds rounlry are getting rougher and rougher 
every day." 



EMILE de ANTONIO Every Sufday j 

he promises to go on the wagon and5t«r* 
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The Connection J«.-k Gutter's play atmut 

ti^hi lunVu i vr.ultiij; K-.| a (.<_ choreographed 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 14, 1971 





Tab 19 




Dick Allen has passed information to HRH indicating 
Kennedy people have engineered a regional Toyota 
franchise in New England. 

My memo of August indicating EMK visited with an 
asserted Japanese industrialist ( J , Otani — not 
further identified) during a two day layover enroute 
from India now suggests a follow-up on J. Otani. 

Such inquiry is underway. 



9846 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

October 20, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, I 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIELD 


J. OTANI 


Inquiry to date has determined' the* following: 



Otani is a multi-millionaire Democrat with extensive real 
estate and business holdings in Hawaii. He is President 
and General Manager of the Otani Company which is a 
successful wholesale seafood enterprise. 

Sources advise that Otani significantly controls local politics 
in Honolulu to the extent that he is referred to as the ’’Mayor 
Maker” . 


He is a frequent visitor to Honolulu's Customs area, particularly 
when important Japanese visit the island . 


U.S. Customs sources contacted in this regard were unaware of 
any relationship between Otani and Toyota. Since there apparently 
exists a friendly relationship between Otani* and Customs officials 
in that area, further inquiry through this source is deemed 
inadvisable. 

Other means of inquiry designed to prove or disprove the 
allegation are currently being explored. 


cc: -R. Allen 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH f NGTON 

September 30, 1971 


Tab 20 




You should put a hold on this project. There- are signs 
indicating Cortes e may be a small time con man. 

Additionally, there is no record of any income tax filing 
for Cortese West of the Mississippi. We are doing a 
nationwide check. 


31-889 0 - 74 - 12 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 15 , 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


A pretext interview was conducted at the San Jose offices 
of Viking Sauna, Inc. The results are as follows: 

A) Subject, Anthony Cortese, was hired by Viking Sauna 
to effect the gift of a wine storage vault to the Western 
White House. The Viking Sauna executive interviewed is 
under the impression that a close relationship exists between 
Cortese and the President. Apparently Viking Sauna hopes to 
profit by the installation of the vault at San Clemente. 

B) Cortese has been identified as the owner of ar* 
Oldsmobile agency in El Cerrito, California. His IRS returns 
reflect an operations loss of $102,000 over the last two 
years. His net income for 1970 was $20,800. He has not 
been audited. Cortese, according to the Viking Sauna V.P. 

is no longer with Wine Vault, Inc., but has returned to his 
Oldsmobile agency. 

C) According to the Vice President, the wine storage 
rack has already been installed at San Clemente. Cortese 
assertedly worked with a Los Angeles attorney by the name 
of Cullum in effecting its installation. 

NOTE: You will recall the Cortese letter here indicated a 

willingness to stock the wine storage rack . We should ascertain 
whether or not this was done. 


JOHN W. DEAN, 


JACK CAULFIELD 



ANTHONY CORTESE - WINE VAULT, INC . , 
VIKING SAUNA, INC. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 



Prepare Reply For John- 
Dean’s Signature 

Direct Reply 

Comment 8 / R ec ommendation 
Please handle 
Information 
File 


REMARKS: 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA SHINGTON 


Tab 21 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


November 2, 1971 


JOHN DEAN 



JOHN J. CAULFIELD 
L. A, Times - Anti Trust Action 


1 spoke with Lyn on this matter. He had little to give except 
to advise that the Times is coming out with a new street edition 
which, in his judgment, will stifle newspaper competition on the 
Southern California Coast. 

It is Lyn 1 s view that this move may be countered by an anti- 
trust action and strong administration steps designed to limit 
the number of newspapers which one corporation can own. 

However*, he feels that we should not precipitously move in this 
area until he completes his Newsday project which is moving along 
quickly. 

* 

Adivse. 
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 1, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


JOHN DEAN 

DAVID WILSON Ouj 


SUBJECT: 


Antitrust Action Against the 
Los Angeles Times 


You have inquired about the possibility of antitrust action against 
the Los Angeles Times as suggested in the attached memorandum 
from Jack Caulfield. This proposal is apparently triggered by the 
fact that the Times is coming out with a new street edition which is 
expected to eliminate certain competition on the Southern California 

f~*. A r»4- 

The most likely antitrust action that might be considered in this 
situc on would come under either Section 2 of the Sherman Act or 
Section 3 of the Clayton Act. Section 2 of the Sherman Act prohibits 
monopolization or attempts to monopolize. As defined in the leading 
case of United States v. Grinnell, 384 U. S. 563 (1966), the offense 
of monopoly has two elements: "(1) the possession of monopoly power 

in the relevant market and (2) the willful acquisition or maintenance 
of that power as distinguished from growth or development as a 
consequence of a superior product, business acumen, or historic 
accident. n 

If the area of expansion of the Times is contiguous to Los Angeles, 
the market area might be drawn to include all of the Los Angeles 
area and thereby give the Times a percentage share of the market 
which would approach monopoly proportions. If the area of concern 
is further down the coast, the market area would probably be narrowly 
limited giving the Times far less than a monopoly share of the market 
and eliminating any possible charge of monopolization. 
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A crucial element of this offense, over and above pure size and 
power, is a deliberativeness in acquiring and maintaining the mono- 
poly power. Thus, a natural monopoly such as most local news- 
papers which are the only newspaper in town, do not unlawfully 
monopolize merely by acting as strong, dynamic competitors. 

Union Leader Corp . v. Newspapers of New England, Inc. , 284 F. 2d 
582 (1st Cir, I960). These natural monopolies are defensible 
because they have had monopoly thrust upon them in a market which 
cannot support more than one viable competitor. An unlawful mono- 
polizer must engage in some sort of predatory, unfair practice 
aimed at eliminating any possible competition. 

The offense of attempting to monopolize requires proof of even more 
specific intent to commit predatory practices than mere monopolization. 
Furthermore, newspapers can be charged under Section 3 of the Clayton 
Act if they engage in such practices as selling below cost with the 
intent to destroy competition. Proof in these situations, however, 
is very difficult -- particularly in the newspaper industry which 
operates on very marginal economic grounds. The trend is toward 
fewer and fewer newspapers because of the economic limitations on 
the number of newspapers in a given market which can be viable. In 
these circumstances, practices which might in other conditions violate 
the antitrust laws are sometimes used and accepted as part of the 
struggle to survive. 

Congress recognized this problem in its passage of the Newspaper 
Preservation Act (P. L. No 91-353 (1970))* This law immunizes 
existing joint newspaper operating agreements from the operation of 
the antitrust laws and exempts new agreements approved by the 
Attorney General upon finding that one of the jointly operated news- 
papers is in ’’probable danger of financial failure. ” The Antitrust 
Division also learned these harsh facts of life recently when a news- 
paper in Chattanooga after suit was brought by the Government folded 
rather than attempt to live with the restrictions proposed in the suit. 

Therefore, before any action might be considered against the Los 
Angeles Times, there must be strong evidence of predatory practices 
on their part such as selling below cost, offering rebates to advertisers, 
or attempting to purchase smaller competitors. In discussing this 
general area with feruce Wilson, Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

for Antitrust, he mentioned almost all the cases concerning news- 
papers in which the Division was currently involved. The Los Angeles 
Times was not included among these, indicating that so far it has not 
engaged in any practices which have caused a competitor to complain. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

November 4, 1971 


Tab 22 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
0 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


JOHN DEAN 
JOHN J. CAULFIELD 
Political Issues in FlorT&a 



1. In connection with paragraph #1 of the attached confidential 
memorandum I suggest you talk with Dent and then place a call 
to Ray Farrell, establish that the assertion is accurate and, 

if so, insure that Yeager remains at his position, 

2. My impression with the rest of the memo suggests that we 
might be wise to have someone with political astuteness performing 
at HEW in an on the scene capacity. 

My good friend Jack Sherwood, former head of the Nixon Secret 
Service detail during the Eisenhower years, is leaving Rossides 
staff on or about December 15 and returning to Dade County where 
he resides. 

He has expressed interest in a consultant position at HEW, specifically 
desiring to overview HEW programs in Dade County. Jack is very 
astute politically having been through many political wars with the 
President. 

It seems to me that if he were given a consultancy position as he 
desires by Henry Hyde, true Nixon loyalist and Special Assistant 
to Elliott Richardson, he would be the ideal operative from the 
inside to keep a close watch on what appears to be a very significant 
political matter. He could report in to Harry Dent in cover fashion# 
Decisions could then be made accordingly in 1972. 


Advise 
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Republican 

National 

Committee. November 2, 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR^OHN DEAN 

JACK CAULFIELD 


FROM 


LYN NOFZIGER 



I think you ought to take a look at this. 



Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center: 310 First Street Southeast, Washington, D.C. 20003. (202) 434-6500 
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— % 

National Republican-Heritage Groups(Nationalities) Coi 


November 1, 1971 


MEMO RAN DUM 
Confident lal 

TO: Laszlo C. Pasztor 

Director 

Heritage Groups Division, RNC 

FROM: Manuel R. Giberga 

Advisor, National Cuban Coordinator 
Heritage Groups Division, RNC 

SUBJECT; Imminent Political issues in Florida 


1, There is a lot of pressure being made by Democratic Party politicians 
to remove from the INS (Immigration and Naturalization Service) 
office in Miami - Deputy District Director, C. Gordon Yeagar. Mr, 
Yeagar is a registered dedicated Republican, and every effort should 
be made to keep him in that position in Florida - by the RNC, 

* r 

2, The appointment of Phillip J, Rutledge ( a Kennedy man) to become 
Deputy Administrator of SRS which gives him responsibility for ad- 
ministering special programs including the Cuban Refugee Program 

in Florida, represents a great threat to our aims of furthering the 
Republican Party cause and the re-election of our President in the 
State and especially in the Dade County area where the bulk of the 
Cub an-Ameri cans reside. (HEW memorandum attached) 

3, A new project is in the process of being approved by the State of 
Florida, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Division of 
Family Services, which through a U.S. HEW grant Title IV A of the 
Social Security Act of 900,000 dollars, sets up 18 referral centers 
in the impoverished neighborhoods of Dade County to serve the poor;' 
The purpose of the project is to provide, in effect, storefront 
service centers in order to receive the poor, diagnose their needs, 
refer them for services and to represent them if services are not 
complete or satisfactory. The actual operation will be jointly con- 
trolled by the United Fund, The County Manager of Dade County and , 
such individual agencies as the Urban Coalition. 

Upon approval by the State of Florida, and the Federal Government and 
^ith the arrangement of the final details, the plan will be im- 
plemented as a worthy type of social service. It has implications, 
^however, far beyond its social merits. It, in fact, sets up a network 
of workers, known to and looked up to by the neighborhood poor who 

-3 IQ 
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will exert great influence on the indivduals served. Since it 
is controlled by the County Government and the welfare estab- 
lishment, it can be expected that this organization will be used 
for political purposes. Since there are no republicans in the county 
government and few democratic conservatives, it can be assumed that 
any political bias would be towards the left. 

Specifically, however, X feel it necessary to point out that cer- 
tain features which we understand to be a part of the staffing 
pattern for the new program will do incalculable damage to the 
standing of the cuban community and its political outlook. In 
a nutshell, the program is designed to be administered by and to 
employ Blacks, even in those areas where the population is pre- 
dominantly Latin American. This will not only hinder service, but 
will create a problem :Ln the Cuban Community where qualified people 
•are willing and able to perform these services even on a temporary 
basis. While some effort is being made to force the program to 
hire bi-lingual Latin Americans, so far, these efforts have met with 
failure. 

The County Manager of Dade County (D) Mr. Ray Good controls the 
United Fund and Urban Coalition through the leftist Democrats, 

Mr. Bernardo Benes and Mrs. Athalie Range, Special Assistant to 
the Governor in Minority Affairs. 

I feel that it is imperative to arrange a meeting with Harry S, 

Dent, Special Counsel to the President in order that jointly with 
the RNC, pressure should be brought to bear on Executive Departments 
concerned to stipulate that with four centers being in predominantly 
Latin American neighborhoods and others in areas with a large con- 
centration of Latin Americans, staffing should follow neighborhood 
ethnic patterns as closely as possible for representation on behalf 
of Cuban-American Republicans and other Spanish 

Speaking minority groups. 

$900,000 managed by Ray Good and Bernardo Benes is a devastating 
blow for our Republican Party in Florida and to our new citizens 
registration program. 

Chairman Robert Dole * 

Co-Chairman Thomas B. Evans 

Harry S. Dent 

Peter Millspaugh 
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HOW TO IMPROVE TH3 REPUBLICAN PARTY POSITION IK FLO 31 IK, AND 
CAPTURE THB CUBAN VOTES . 


Meeting in the Office of Mike Thompson , He publican Party 
State Committeeman in order to coordinate a Program on behalf 
of furthering the cause. of the Republican Party and develop . 
an strong coalition with Cuban-Americans of Dade County . 


The meeting was attended by the 
publicans : 

- Manuel H Giberga - 

- Ruben Mendiola 

- Humberto Quinones- 

- Rene Diaz 

- Jose Cabrera 

Mr, Buttari and Mr. He via 
Milce Thompson's efforts - 


following Cuban-American Re-,. 


National Coordinator 
Former Cuban Senator and President 
of, the Cardenas Municipalities, 
Assistant to the Director of the 
Cuban Refugee Center, 

Vice President of the Municipal! tie 
Ass, Director of VQ3A Radio 


, did not attend and . they are blocking 
for a Cuban-American coalition. 


Manuel R Gi berga made a proposal that every new citizen shall 
receive a Diploma when adopting U. S, Citizenship. It will be very 
helpful if the Diploma could be issue with the signature of the 
Vice President or the President himself, . 

The Diplomas can be printed with the signature and leave the 
name in blank , to be filled by the Office of the Republican 
Party in Florida. 

I have made arrangements with top INS Official , to have the na- 
me of the citizens to he , 15 or 20 days in advance , and their 
addresses as well. Therefore, we would be able to have all the 
Diplomas ready by the time of the swear-in ceremony or delivered 
to them personally by a volunteer group which we are already or- 
ganizing. , which could operate easely with the Mobile Registratic 
Unit. . . 

* . 

The Rotary Club 3ancmet in honor of the Cabinet Committee 1 s 
Chairman ( Dr. Ramirez) , Mr. Buttari, ana myself as Vice-Chairman 
was a complte success with an attendance of close to 45?) Cuban 
Community Business and Civic leaders . 


We were honored to have with us : 

Congressman 'William J Keating (R) Ohio * 

" Lou Frey Jr. (R) Florida 

DA VS ZACHBM 
MIKE THOMPSON . 
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National Republican Heritage Groups(NationaIities)Counc 


THE POLITICAL SITUATION IN flVDg COUNTY. — \\ 

* 

w • ■ 1 • 

The election of 1968 wa s the first real t if limited , oppor- 
tunity for Cubans to participate in a presidential vote. This 
election differed from those in the past in that there were, 
for the first time in many years, three relatively strong pre- 
sidential candidates for the race . Two of the candidates , 

. • ~ . RICHARD M HIXOK and GEORGS WALLA 03, both expressed many poli- 
tical views* that can be characterized as middle of the road 
to conservative in nature. The Democratic candidate HUBERT 
HUMPHREY, expressed views generally conceded to be middle of 

W the road to liberal. Nevertheless ,even with a three-way race 

» 

* and two candidates popular to the South, the. voting in Dade 
County went as follows : 


HUMPHREY 176,000 ' 

v/ NIXON 135,000 

WALLACE 53,000 

• . » • 

HOWEVER , the three Cuban neighborhoods , in contrast gave the 

✓ 

Republicans a slight majority over the Democrats, showing theii 


greatest strength in the Hialeah-Miani Springs area by talcing 
12 of 20 precints, eventhough only 13,500 Cubans were able to 
Yvotc out of a total of 26,000 Cuban citizens in the area, from 
which the difference (12,500) were not registered , therefore 
not elegible to vote . 
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As could be seen , NIXON lost DADS COUNTY by only 41,000 votes 
a great achievement considering that total registration in DADS 
COUNTY reflects 5 to 1 against the Republican Party, 

S TATE V O TE IN THE PRESIDENTIAL 0? 1968 • . 


NIXON 

886,000 

votes 

HUMPHREY 

676,000 

»» 

WALLACE 

624,000 

. ii 

In the rest of the 

State , WALLACE 

showed a great strength spec! 


lly in the areas with old-retired persons. 


THS CUBAN SUING VOTE IN DAPS COUNTY AND FLO Rim STAT3 .- 


- NEW CITIZENS. 

1968 ■ 

1971 

Elegible voters 

13,500 

22,000 

Non-registered 

12,500 

34,000 

“5670*00 

New Citizens at the rate of 
close to 1,000 per month since 
July 1971 to October 1972 

15,000 

Cuban 

citizens : 

71.000 


v It is essential that a Campaign registration Drive should be 
launched in order to register these Cubans in the Republican 
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can take the County for the Republicans for the first time 
and established Republican stronghold areas in places that 
were before in the hands of the Democrats such as the Hialeah . • 
Miami Springs area , and other areas of the Southwest. 


• SUMMARY. - 

I strongly recommend that the RNC give this area an special 
attention , specially /resolving the items that I have presented 
in the enclosed AGENDA.. 




Heritage Division, RNC. 
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SOCIAL A KMIAUIUTATIOX Si.NVlCL 
Omcc of the Administrator 


SRS Executive Staff 


DATE: 


OCT 2 0 1971 


Administrator 

Social and Rehabilitation Service 
Appointment of Deputy Administrator 


m 

1 am extremely pleased to announce that Philip J. Rutledge 
will become Deputy Administrator of SRS, joining us in 
early December. -• 

4# % 

Ph*il has a distinguished background in the human resources 
field, and can make a very significant contribution to SRS 
in the period ahead. 

Whiles I’m sure he is known to many of you, the attached news 
release provides details of his background. 


tyfjC' 

J ohp w i n ar. 


•Attachment 
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PCR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Wednesday, Cbtober 20, 197-1 


U.S. DEPART Mf NT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 
Office of ll*e Sccictory .• 

V/osliinglon. D.C. 20201 

Office of Public Affairs 


KELSO — (202) 963-12^1 
(Home) — (202) 833-2012 
BHUBSCK— (202) 963-h2lil 
(Homo)— (301) 68l-7ii83 


* * The appointment of Philip J. Rutledge as Deputy Administrator of HEW' 6 

Social and Rehabilitation Service was announced jointly today by Secretary' 
%■ 9 

« 

Slliot L. Richardson and Mayor Walter Washington of the District of Columbia. 

' Mr. Rutledge has been Director of the Department of Human Resources of 

the District Government since March, 1970. Earlier this month he received the 

Louis Brownlou Award in Public Administration for reorganizing and adrainisterir 

the H coraplox and sensitive human resource programs in the District. 11 

Under the Presidents proposal for a Federal Department of Human Resourc 

SRS would become the primary instrument for building State and local capacity i 

deliver social and rehabilitative services in a more coordinated and systemati< 

* 

* 

way. 

m ^ . ♦ • 

t 

Secretary Richardson said, "Phil Rutledge's efforts to unify the many 

fragmented programs which try to serve- the same peop?,e in the District of Colu; 

■ * m . * * ♦ 

parallel what we hope to accomplish nationally." 

• * • 

SRS, headed by John D. Tviname, will play a key role in the health and 

welfare reforms proposed by the Nixon Administration. It administers the pres' 

• . * 

* * ‘ * 

welfare program and is particularly concerned with the administrative separate 

* 

of welfare payments from services required under reform; it is developing more 

9 » 

effective linkage of SRS-administered social cervices with manpower, education 
and other human service systems; and it is making changes in its Medicaid prog 
that ^support health reform. 

" *• • 

§ In addition to these programs, Mr. Rutledge will have responsibility fo 

** . i • 

administering within SRS special programs for the aging, youth development and 


31-889 0 - 74 - 13 
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delinquency prevention, rehabilitation services, and the Cuban refugee program. 

Hr. Rutledge, 1*6, a native of Dawson, Georgia, holds degrees from 
♦ 

Roosevelt University, Chicago; the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; and has 
. done additional graduate work at Wayne State University, Detroit. 

V •. 

In 1969-70, he served as assistant to the Mayor for Human. Resource 

’ * * * 

Programs , Government of the District of Columbia, and during the two previous. 

• ^ 

* ■ ♦ 

years he was executive director of the President's Committee on Manpower, and 

Associate Manpower Administrator, U.S. Department of Labor. * 

Other assignments have included service as Director, Mayor's Committee 
' for Human Resources Development, Detroit; and Director, Bureau of Health 

m 

* I 

Education, Detroit and Wayne County. 

Hr.. Rutledge has served as a consultant to the National League of Cities 

w 

and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and has been a member of the Director's Task 
Force on the Community Action Program, Office of Economic Opportunity; the 
Michigan Governor's Commission on Urban Problems, and the Michigan Governor's 

m • ** 

Commission on Higher Education. 

♦ — - ' • 

• He is a member of the National Association for Community Development; the 

1 T . 

: - *♦ * < . 

American* Public Health Association (a fellow); the American Society of Public 

* 

Administration (President of the National Capital Area Chapter and a national 

* . * • 

executive council member); the American Association for the Advancement of 

Science; the American Political Science Association; and the American Sociological 
« 

. % ^ ( 

Association. 


Mr. Rutledge is married to the former Violet Eklund. They reside at 

1520U Red Clover Drive, Rockville, Maryland, with their four children, Phyllis, 
% 

Janet, F.dv^rd, and Patricia. 

•'■iv /: ■' ' ■ 


• fi 6 0 
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District Building, Room 510 625*2577 -2706 


*■ * * 
STATEMENT OF MAYOR WALTER E. WASHINGTON 

October 20, 197 

1 am reluctant to accept the resignation of Mr. Rutledge., 

• z 

• • . * * • 

. . However, at HEW he will have an opportunity to' use at 

T ' •* * 

• • the national level the great administrative and organizational talents 

* • * _ « ■ 

he possesses and his expertise in the field of human resources. 

# < 

: * ' 

% ~ * . 

* * 

Under his leadership, the D'. C. Department of Human 

- • * • 1 m . ■* ’ 

Resources has been organized into an. operating department that has 

coordinated and strengthened a wide range of programs and services 

' . # 

and improved the delivery of services; to the community. 

* 

• • ♦ 

* • • . * 

1 appreciate sincerely the personal assistance Mr. Rutledge 

• • . * • 

• • 

has given to my 'office in helping meet the most basic needs of our 

• ^ * 

m a 

* * 

* citizens. . 

* * • 

** 

• . * 

. . • 

• ' . vv * Mr. Rutledge is highly regarded as a member of my cabinet 

* .* 

• 1 i * 

and his innovative approaches to the human resources system, has 

m • * 

• * * 

* • • « 

earned for* him a reputation of a top administrator ir. this field. 

.. , n - 

# 

* The departure of Mr. Rutledge will be a great personal loss 

..... * * 0T 

.to my administration and the City. 1 wish Phil every success in this 

* 

new undertaking and 1 know that his commitment to the human resourc 

m 

• m 

* m . 

system will continue.’ * 

t . 
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CHAIRMAN 

ROBERT A. BOS 


DADE COUNTY 
REPUBLICAN 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

2008 BISCAYNE BOULEVARD MIAMI. FLORIDA 33137 TELEPHONE 374- 


'•'kK 


October 12, 1971 


t 


Mr. Tom Evans, Co-Chairman 
Republican National Committee 
Dwight Eisenhower Republican Center 
310 First Street, S.E. 

Washington, D.C. 20003 


Dear Tom: 


tNtowr 


You are very likely aware that 
Refugee Center, recently suffered a 


lo& ard Pal m a toAry^th e Director of the Cuban 
severe heart attack. HcPwITT require a 


lorTg~-cci n vales cerror~lin d less strenuous duties once he is out of the hosnital. 


While in no way wishing to add to his personal problems, it is obvious that 
now is the time to replace him with a directo r who would not be s o ant agonist! 
to Repub licanFTn p^ticufar~:m3 the Administration generally. 


There can not be the slightest doubt that the prestige of President Nixon 
has suffered badly in the Cuban community because of the retention of a Kenned 
follower in a key role. Replacement of Palmatier with someone generally conser 
vative and known to be loyal to Nixon would help all of us. However, if we are 
to be much better off than now, it is imperative that another mistake of the 
magnitude _of_ the _But tar i appointment NOT be made. 


On the other side of the coin, v*e are starting to make some headway with 
our Latin Action program, as such. I am sure you already know we had some fina 
ial success from the Pawley dinner, though Cuban support was almost non-existe 


We would like to officially dedicate our new Latin Action Center <Partido 
Repiiblicano Centro Latino-Amcricano) on either the afternoon of November 5th, 
or the morning of the 8th. Your attendance, along with Dr. Manuel Gilberga, 
Senator Gurney and State Chairman Tommy Thomas, would permit us to capitalize 
on the dedication among the entire Latin community as well as the press. To sa 
. it would be .a big help would be an understatement. 


£ Hopefully, it will be possible for all those listed above to attend on one 
;V r tjie two dates. Since Senator Gurney is having such a tight schedule and having 
• ; jp rena i n availablo for votes, I picked Friday afternoon or Monday morning. 

-However, it will be appreciated if I am notified of any conflicts at the car li 
- 7 ost possible time. • v ' 

V* < A 





'tern**:** 




Vice CHAIRMAN ; 





:Ci 



YACARWASR V tV 
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•- Mr, Tom Evans • , v\* , 

October 12, 1971 .« 

; ’ page 2 V • . , 

«* 

■* 

^ V;'; . : ^ 

Sincerely, 

'Y " ; V Y-'* v - : ” 

Bob Rosas CO, 
Chairman y 

V RAH/pw Y . 

CC: Dr, Manuel R. Gibcrga 

\:'.r iV Senator Edward Gurney 
I?*; !Horiorab le Tommy Thomas 
f Y\,/.Yv Mr, Derlyn.Moe, Latin Action chairman 

= ' YY Mr, Mario Meneses, Latin Action Center Director * . 

' ► - - **■ '■ -» ‘i,’/ . • i' , 

■■■ ■ - 
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( Tab 23 


December 7, 1971 


SENSITIVE INFORMATION 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JOHN W. DEAN 

SUBJECTS Condition of George Meany 

Dr# Marvin Fuchs, George Meany* s personal physician, was 
discreetly interviewed today* In brief. Dr* Fuchs provided 
the following information on Meany* s conditions 

- - Meany suffered a mild heart attack on November 26th# 
The attack is medically defined as a ’’myocardial infarct** 
(acute coronary thrombosis) and described as the 
stoppage of blood to a part of the heart tissue with 
resulting damage to that part of the heart* 

-• Dr# Fuchs emphasized that it was a mild heart attack# 
Meany did not lose consciousness at any time* Meany’s 
stay in the intensive care section of the hospital was 
characterized as routine for the condition; the isolation 
was also said to result from the fact that Meany ex- 
perienced anginal pains for a five day period* 

-- Meany was removed from the intensive care section on 
December 3rd* He is presently in a private room in an 
open ward and has been walking for the last two days* 

— This was Meany* e first heart attack. His present 
condition is described as good and it is anticipated 
that he will be released on December 10th or llth. 

-* Dr# Fuchs feels that Meany has an excellent life ex- 
pectancy if he follows a program of diet, rest and 
exercise* 


The information we have obtained was reviewed byNDr. Lukash* 
who feels that Meany will have to restrict his activityvfphysical 
and emotional) considerably* Dr. Lukash also notes tii^iMeany 
is clearly susceptible to a fatal heart attack, which could be 
triggered by a sudden emotional situation. 

I shall continue to monitor this situation and report any significant 
developments. 
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CONDITION OF GEORGE MEANT 


Dr. Marvin Fuchs, George Meany’s personal physician has been 
talked to today on a very discreet basis by a physician 
working at George Washington University Hospital wherein • 
Meany is confined. It is believed that the below indicated 
information therefore is accurate and reliable: 


Fuchs stated that Meany suffered a mild heart attack following 
the AFL-CIO Convention in Florida. / 

The condition is referred to in medical terms as a Mycardialinfahrt 
This according to Fuchs was confirmed by EKG andty enzyme changes. . 
There was a stoppage of blood to a part of the heart tissue 
causing a death to that part of the heart. There is a remaining 
tissue scar at that location. 


Fuchs emphasized that this was a mild heart attack. Meany did 
not lose consciousness at any time. Such attack apparently is 
considered to be a routine case. 


Meany has received routine care in this regard which includes 
his stay in the intensive care section of the hospital. 

Fuchs stated that the reason Meany has been in isolation is due 
to the experiencing of anginal pain for a five day period. 

Meany left the intensive care section on’ December 3» He is 
currently in a private room in an open ward and has been walking 
for the last two days. 

Dr. Lindsay, Chief of Cardiology at G.W. U. Hospital, did examine 
Meany on at least one occasion. While he was visited by a surgeon, 
it is clearly stated that no heart surgery is needed or under 
consideration at this time. 

Meany has not previously had a heart attack. His heart is described 
as being in good condition at this time and it is anticipated now 
that he will be released on December 10 or 11. 

■ 

Fuchs further stated that Meany* s life expectancy will be excellent 
if he follows a program of diet, rest and exercise. Failure to 
do so will reduce his life expectancy by l/3 according to Fuchs. 

The source advises that the above information is as close to an 
actual examination as one can get.' 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 

January 12, 1972 


Tab 24 



MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, II 


FROM: - 
SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIELD 
MEMBERS OF THE 


FOR THE ’72 CO] 



C. ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON SECURITY 


Attached is a list of proposed members of the above advisory 
committee. The source is reliable and the information 
believed to be accurate. 


You should be aware that former F.B.I. Assistant Director 
William Sullivan has joined the indicated James Ahern at 
the listed Insurance Crime Prevention Institute. It would 
be safe to assume that Sullivan's expertise in the militant 
area might well be utilized by Ahern in connection with his 
above committee duties. This observation might be of interest 
to both the A.G. and the Deputy A.G. 


Attachment 
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PROPOSED MEMBERS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON SECURITY 


1. Wes Pomeroy - Head of the Deportment of Law Enforcement Administration 
of the University of Minnesota and former Deputy Administrator of the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the Department of Justice 
and former Under-Sheriff of San Mateo 

2. Cliff Cassidy - Chief of the Department of Public Safety of Texas 

3* James E, Bassett , III - President of Keenland Race Track and former 
Chief of the Kentucky State Police 

4. James Ahern - Former Police Chief of New Haven, Connecticut, and for- 
mer member of the President’s Commission on the Causes of Violence 

5, • Floy d B orin g - Former Inspector for the United States Secret Service 

6* Henry Mont ague - Former Chief Postal Inspector for the United States 
Post Office Department 

7. Howard Baugh - Superintendent of the Atlanta Police Department 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Address List 


Mr# Wesley A, Pomeroy (612-373-7713) 

222 Northrop Auditorium 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Mr. J. E. Bassett, III (606-254-3412) 

President 

Keenland Association and Company 
Post Office Box 1690 
Lexington, Kentucky 

Mr. Henry B. Montague (202-938-8765) 

Apartment 204-B 
111 Center Street, North 
Vienna, Virginia 

Mr. James Ahern, Director (203-226-6347) 

Insurance Crime Prevention Institute 
21 Charles Street 
Westport, Connecticut 06880 

Superintendent Howard Baugh (404-659-1313 ext. 

Crime Prevention 

Atlanta Police Department 

175 Decatur Street, S. E. 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Mr. Floyd Boring ^ 

2017 Oakwood Street, S. E. 

Washington, D. C. 20031 

Mr. Cliff Cassidy (214-235-3724) 

Richardson Savings and Loan Association 
Richardson, Texas 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA S H I N G TO N 


Tab 25 


/ 


January 17, 1972 


ADMINISTRATIVELY RESTRICTED 


MEMORANDUM FOR: ROBERT FINCH..- 


- 

t?< 

JOHN DEAN l Ai 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Derogatory film 


. about the President 


During a recent trip to Dos Angeles, we received information 
that the Smothers Brothers were producing a derogatory film 
about the President. A pretext inquiry at the offices of SmoBro 
International Productions, Inc. , Los Angeles, revealed that 
that company had just completed production of a film entitled 
‘‘Another Nice Mess. n It is scheduled for nationwide distribu- 
tion beginning in March. 

The film is described by SmoBro* s press agent as a satirical 
spoof. The President and Vice President are portrayed as 
. Laurel and Hardy. 

z"' . - . 

I would appreciate any thoughts you might have on how we 
could develop further information about this film, its proposed 
distribution, and its backers, in order that we may be in a 
better position to assess its potential impact. 

• « 

, » 

cc: H. R. Haldeman 

Chuck Colson 


ADMINISTRATIVELY RESTRICTED 
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The White house 

WAS HINCTON 

1/17/72 

Date 

FRED FIELDING 

TO: 

FROM: JOHN J. CAULFIELD 

ACTION: 

A pprova I /SI gna ture 
C omments/ Recommendati ons 
x F or Your Information 

File 


REMARKS: 
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1/17/72 


SUBJECT: RUMOR SMOTHERS BROTHERS ARE PRODUCING 

A DEROGATORY FILM ABOUT RICR4RD NIXON 


A pretext inquiry at the offices of SmoBro International 
Productions, Inc., Los Angeles developed the following 
information: 

m 

‘ SmoBro has just completed production of a film to he entitled 
"Another Nice Mess". It will be distributed to nationwide 
theatres beginning in March. 

The film is described as a satirical spoof. According to 
Lanny Scher, SmoBro* s press agent, Richard Nixon will be 
portrayed as Oliver Hardy and Spiro Agnew as Laurel Hardy. 
Rich JLittle and Herbert Voland, not further identified, will 
play the respective roles. 
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Tab 26 

T he White House 

W A J VI I N G T '} .*» 

CONFIDENTIAL 

2/4/72 


FOR: JOHN W. DEAN, III 

FROM: JACK CAULFIELD 

SUBJECT: THE FUND FOR INVESTIGATIVE JOURNALISM 


An early indication regarding the Fund for Investigative 
Journalism points towards an affiliation with the Philip 
Stern Family Fund. That fund is believed to have financed 
Seymour Hersh's disclosures on the My Lai massacre. 

Additionally, it is believed that the Fund for Investigative 
Journalism financed the Senator Tom Dodd financial 
disclosures. 


Details will follow. 
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the: white house 


WA SHIN 


> ! 


February 17 > 1972 


/ \ 


I ¥ 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN,’ IIl\ i 

• * 

V. Nl 


FROM: 


JACK CAULFIELD 


SUBJECT: 


F UND FOR INVESTIGATIVE JOURNALISM 
2933 Qrdway St., N.U. 


A discreet inquiry has positively determined that the 
Fund for Investigative Journalism enjoys a tax exempt 
status granted by the Internal Revenue Service in 
April, 1970. It has been further determined that the 
FFIJ is supported entirely by monetary contributions 
from the extreme left Stern Family Fund. 

It has also been learned that the FFIJ was the financial 
medium for the financing of the My Lai massacre stories 
written by Seymour Hersh. 

A request has been made for more detailed information 
relative to these matters and will be in hand on a 
discreet basis during the early part of next week. 
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Tab 27 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February l6, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIELD 


ADVANCE COPY OF 



OUR FRIGHTENING CRISIS IN LAW ENFORCj 


BOOK "POLICE IN TROUBLE 




BY JAMES G. AHERN 


We have received from a reliable source an advanced copy of 
the book "Police in Trouble" by former New Haven Police Chief 
James F. Ahern. Ahern is now affiliated with the New England 
based Insurance Institute, along with former Assistant FBI 
Director William Sullivan. 


Ahern also served as a member on the Scranton Commission on 
Civil Unrest and is generally recognized as a liberal spokes- 
man on law enforcement matters with a similar philosophy to 
former Assistant Attorney General Ramsey Clark. 

A review of the document indicates that it can be described 
as a liberal treatise on the overall problems confronting 
police and the entire question of law enforcement at both the 
local and Federal level. 

Ahern makes biting and severely critical comments with respect 
to the President, the Attorney General, the Administration 
and the FBI. Some the areas marked for criticism by Ahern are: 

« A charge that the Administration has created a leadership 

vacuum with respect to law and order in the nation. 

The President has injured the cause of police 
professionalism. 

The President has contributed to the reasons why 
police are feared, hated and sometimes killed by 

segments of the American society today. 

* 

A charge that the President interfered with NYCPD 
policy by injecting himself into the issue of whether 
or not police officers should wear American flag emblems. 


Implied criticism of the President in connection with 
his support of Governor Rockefeller^ actions in 
suppressing the Attica riot. 


31-889 0 - 74-14 
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Memorandum for J. W. Dean, III 
"Police in Trouble" 

Page two 


A charge that John Mitchell* s role as Attorney 
General has been political and insensitive to the 
overall objectives of federal law enforcement. 

Severe criticism of Director Hoover and the FBI in 
the area of police coordination and the Bureau’s 
approach to the Black Panthers. Further, Ahern 
claims that an analysis of the stolen Media, Penna. 
FBI files reveals a conscious FBI policy to create 
fear amongst the political left. 

Ahern calls for and recommends the removal of FBI 
Director Hoover. 


It can be anticipated that this highly critical document 
will be well read by the leading Democratic Presidential 
candidates • 

It can be further anticipated that the liberal left media 
will initiate highly favorable reviews of the book. Indeed, 
it is probable that one of the major candidates will examine 
the document with a view towards using it as a master plan 
response and criticism of the Administration’s overall law 
enforcement effort. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGfON 

March 8, 1972 


MEMORANDUM TO: JOHN DEAN 

FROM: PAT BUCHANAN 


What should be done on this in my view is: 

a) A research job on crime in New Haven, while Ahern 
ran the show; 

b) An investigation of public records to ascertain Ahern’s 

connection with the Democratic Party; ' ‘ 

c) Preparation of a review of the book when it hits, which 
can be published widely and can take apart his contentions^ 
about RN and the Scranton Commission, and others; and 

I * ^ .. 

take Ahern apart as a liberal propagandaist, a^so ciat ' 
with whatever candidate he is associated with atjflie time; r 

d) We should seek to have our friends review the book in 
whatever papers we can -- and then move those reviews 
around to places where the book is having any impact\ 
whatsoever. The problem for us of course is that we 
appointed this turkey to the Scranton Commission. 


ii 

Buchanan 
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MEMORANDUM 








THE WHITE HOUSE 



WASHINGTON 



March 3,. 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN DEAN 

FROM: : CHARLES COLSON 

■ i 

Can you do anything with the attached? I have no idea, 
obviously, whether there is anything to it, but it might be 
worth taking a look at. It seems to me I do recall some 
publicity about this about two years ago. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 


March 3, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


CHARLES W. COLSON 
STEVE KARALEKAS 


It has been suggested to me that the appropriate office in this Adminis- 
tration should commence an investigation into the background and circum- 
stances surrounding the leasing arrangement of the Department of Trans- 
portation headquarters building in Washington. 

• 

According to my source, it seems that Larry O f Brien, present Democra- 
tic National Chairman, and two cohorts were involved in very shady deal- 
ings y/ith LBJ. These dealings resulted in an extremely, lucrative leas- 
ing arrsnoprnent with fVRrjen and comnanv as the lessors and the U. S. 

U * ^ 

Government as the lessee. 

I am unable at this' time to be more specific, but according to my source, 
it is well worth checking. His suggestion was triggered by the current 
ITT - Jack Anderson revelation. 
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April 6, 1972 


CONFIDENTIAL, 

MEMORANDUM FOR: CHUCK COLSON 

FROM: JOHN DEAN 


Per your fcuftgcstion, I have looked into the possibility that Larry 
0*Brien and others were involved in come highly questionable 
leasing arrangements with the United States Government during 
the Johnson Administration. Specifically, I reviewed the subject 
of lease arrangements with GSA for the DOT Headquarters Building, 
but apparently his activities were even more widespread. 


As a result of my investigation and discussions, it appears that It 
would be extremely diiucuit to establish the direct tic-in between 
OIBricn and GSA* Even if this could be done, however. It is the 
consensus of all with whom I have discussed this that raising the 
is cue might opou a Ihiiuui a'e Bum iatjii: we would iacer regret opening* 
It Is not that this Administration or prior Republican Administrations 
have been as culpable as it is obvious the Democrats were; rather 
charges of alleged Impropriety could be leveled against the current 
CSA Administration, and our point v/ould be lost in the smoke* 


This Is not to say that I think we should forget the whole matter* 

For your Information, Senator Proxmire has had GAO people 
Investigating the GSA leasing policy for some time now. If It appears 
that the Senator will attempt to make this another of his causes** 
during the election year, which l currently think Is not a realistic 
possibility, we should be prepared to show that we are at worst 
guilty of bad judgment whereas the Democrats were actually guilty 
of criminal convercion, etc* 


CONFIDENTIAL 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


Tab 29 


CONFIDENTIAL/ May 12, 1972 

EYES ONLY 


MEMORANDUM FOR FRED FIELDING 


Henry Kimelman is Campaign Treasurer /Fund 
Raiser for McGovern. He was nearly indicted 
last year because he is a liquor importer in the 
Virgin Islands and apparently he really rakes 
off the profits. While Udall was Secretary of 
Interior he wheeled and dealed because the Virgin 
Jsl?mds was nnHpr Interior. We believe there 
must be material at Justice and Interior on this 
sleezy character that we would like to obtain ' 
through your fantastic sources. We could, of 
course, control the release of this material but 
need your help in getting, what apparently is some 
pretty good stuff. 

Thanks. 



W.- Richard Howard 
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Henry Kimmelman 


! t a'- 

it I/a v 


We would like to know any relevant information about Kimmelman 
activities and associations. This might relate, inter alia, to the 
following: 


Questionable land deals or favored treatment in 
Virgin Islands, while Udall was Secretary of 
Interior, 

- Signs of organized crime involvement. 

By way of background, we know the following involvements: 

- Chairman of the Board - West Indies Corp. 
Co-owner - Virgin Islands Hilton, St. Thomas. 

- President - Overview Corp. (environmental 
consulting firm)(Stewart Udall is chairman of 
the board). 

- Liquor importer in Virgin Islands. 

- Apparently has substantial landholdings in Florida 
(perhaps some hotel syndicates).. 
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June 5, 1972 

CONFIDENTIAL /EYES ONLY 
MEMORANDUM FOR: DICK HOWARD 

FROM: JOHN DEAN 

SUBJECT: Henry Kimelman 

Per our conversations, to date we have been unable to come 
up with any material on Kimelman that might be used to 
illustrate the true nature of the money man in McGovern's life. 

Last September we did receive information alleging the possibility 
that Kimelman' s corporate activities might be violative of the 
anti-trust laws, and also allegations of organized crime involvement. 
At that time the information was reviewed by the Department of 
Justice and we were advised that there was no sufficient basis to 
verify such charges. 

I am still seeking further data on Kimelman from Interior and 
other sources, and will keep you advised of the results of these 
inquiries as soon as they are available. 


JWD:FFF: bav 


CONFIDENTIAL /EYES ONLY 


A TRUE COPY 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

CONFIDENTIAL/EYES ONLY 


June 2?, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN DEAN 

The attached is additional information on Kimmelman 
and, as you know, George Bell spent a lot of time in 
the Virgin Islands. As Colson says, there must be 
something that we can use someplace in this govern- 
ment and he wonders if we are still pushing to try to 
locate this information. 



W. Richard Howard 
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0 '/'^/ (Ilia in <?<?/' dissociates 


eer 

CONSULTANTS 

V 

June 12, 1972 


/x^~* 


The Honorable Harry S. Dent 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Dents 

Enclosed herewith is a co]>y of 
information sent by ray husband to Jack Anderson. 
At the time he sent this to Anderson, he felt 
that a disclosure of this kind should come from 
one who is nominally a Democrat or who is sympa- 
thetic to the Democratic party. 

i 

♦ 

Yesterday 0* Brian made much of the 
failure of the Republicans to disclose the names 
and amounts of campaign contributors, I believe 
that this material might be used as a counter- 
attack. 


The statements made in the memorandum 
have been carefully researched and are correct. 
This can be verified by the Justice Department* s 
Criminal Intelligence section. 


You have always helped us with our 
problems, I hope this will help on the national 
level. 



< 

S 


Sincerely, 

jl.C.a-x- 



Nellie Greer . 

* 


Home phone # 

(809) 774-1165 
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/ 8C3JSC? | HEHEZ X# i ‘ KIKKEHMH : \ , , 

- ' Fincnoo Diroofcor •> y‘.: . 

• J'. ' ’ Goorgo McOovorn Caapaign, 


«* • ' 


•••• Goorgo HeOovorn ceapaxgni 

. ■ . * • « i . ^ * V ** “ I • 4 

.V- **- * - ; + 

■ • \ . «• i .y 


j,/* . ^Honry I?lmmelmnn/ hns close* family end business tloo -1 
with what ic known in Criminal Xntollogeneo.. circles . as 
tho "Koobor Hnfln "- i : Ar-; ^ 




k*« 4 b» * ^ • 


*- >• Klronolroan 1 a narri od to .tho dau^ht er of Sidney . .*.*/•• * X 

• liOOOiOP, -7 : •* . •' 4 

s ' / Konslor t ing cn. important figure in the liquor business' 
bofore and during tho lnat war* Before that his name was. 

‘ familiar to tho prohibition law enforcement. officers : : :Vi 

in. and around Boston. Mass. * • j . . : . v... 


- *v*, H. . 


Sidney Xeoaler cot hirasoif up in business (distilling) j 
in Puerto Rico and tho Virgin Islands during the last • 
war and became a close associate of Ralph M # Paiwonski : ~V^ 
whoso name is also familiar to the prohibition law en» • ?.U 
forcemeat officers of that ora. . • 

. , ■ . v . . * r- - 

f* Ralph Pal won ski is better knownas as n former Dcrcooratio 

Rational Conmitte© Han and, later, as Governor of the 

Virgin Islands* Ho was eppointod by Jack Kennedy. Ke V V 

toerved during tho Kennedy and Johnson administrations, /“-! 

■ v ; ; . . • . * - , * **.<>■ I 

f -tit was Pniwonoki who shoved Kinmelman dqwn the throat/ 
of Stu Ddall whon ho, Udell, was Secretary of the / 

Intorlor. • -*. .*-'*■ 

r • - '* ^ - a ‘ . •• 

. - * * . - * ^ - » « w ' • . . > *. i • *♦ 1 

* ■ * - * m * 5 j 

As you moy know, the Virgin Iolnnds is virtually a V?i 
fiefdora if the Intorior Department. A big. operator . \ * 
could find it very convenient to havo an understanding; ^ 
friend in on important spot in Interior. ;4.:: 

i . V i V.:: * : : - . • .. * • ' '■* ; ■ • ' r' 

Kimmelman is a handsome man, well 'spoken and pious able. 
It la quito possible that Poor^o* McGovern la totally 1 >• > * 
unaware of Kimmolmans connections. If ho does not j 


low o: 


te snould be Informed. If he : does know of 


it . ho should not be President . v v 

Kimroohman, personally, may be clean but I personally 
doubt it very much. I do know that he is not, and , 
can not be, a free agent. Sidney Kosslor sot him, and., 
bis othor con-in law Eliot Fishman, up in the hotel 
business. When that didn f t work out ho cot them up in : \ 
the liquor business *{ Henry Elliot, Ltd). Tho ownership 
of 'rooord has since changed.. . : 


■ «• ». 


Hr. Andoreon, If you havo good contacts in the I 

criminal' Intollogonce seotion of Justice I am auro i 

■- .... . • • * 
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that thoy ocn verify what *'! am about to tell you# Thoy ; 
Ravo a vory fino criminal :,ntellogonoo network in the 
Caribbean staffed by oorao vary corape tont agents# . 




* t • 


1 


..V*i 
:• y ■ 

•' • *i i 

■ • * 


& <■* .*• 


A year ago# loot January a* kingpin of the "Kosher 
Mafia” died. Ho wae a c1od<| friond and. associate of • ' ,> 
Sidnoy Kooelor. Ilia name wns Morris Roson . Ho spen t ,; v ^ 
borne tfmo boro getting his iduoko in a row to introduce. iv» 
gambling to those islands. ’Rosen woe very high up in \i'\* 
the mob hierarohy- probabl: ; nox t in lino un der Meyer 
bandky i/ ho xq nov; in exilo* ;in loraol# . . - * y* h?//*?* 




- Rosens f death, and the J,act that Ralph Paiwonski 
was not oloctod Governor# ns ho fully expected to-be# 
pulled tho rug out from under Kooaler# Paiwonski, 

Kimmelronn and othor3 including^ tho Araorican Motor 
Inns which temporarily dropped* plans for a new hotel 
with gambling. Motor Inna ^recently decided to go 
ch ead which rnakea too believe that they now think gamb- 
ling will raakc it this time. Kessler tried it before - 
in lDSO-^Sl. A follow named Bill Greer ownod a radio / 
ovttUuu uwO at that time *»nd hA*t him hands down. 

V y . * * * ! ’ ■ : **:•' 

,* In any .o vent# the mobs are rapidly taking ovor 

these islands through corporations whose individual 
stockhoidoro oan nover bo a’ound# Oeneral Trading 
Corporation as an example# owned by fifty or sixty ■ . '•• fc >1 
^little corporations locatod on many islands and countries 
including come. tax hovona. Tho ownex 1 corporations are# . •/ 
in turn# ownod by fifty or sixty othors-ad infitura. y>- 
I don*t think that oven? the Department of Justice has '* 

the manpower to sort* out tho ownership# . / * y y y y 

“ - ' - . -- - 1 ' . 

. - ♦ , . • * - - * * ■ • A - . 

' * • * 1 . 

';-> Kos3lor. Paiwonski. and their associates prohb^T . - y. *: 
including Kimraeinan- are all tied in with this mob in , 
one way or anothor and I would hate to see this gang make « 


inroads into the very top acholono of the nationa l 
g overnment# which night happen if" Goorgo McGovern i s . 
oleeted and in indobtod to Henry Kimraolraan. • 


* > ‘ « 


— * , 




’.y : I don ft think, I ; nhouid go into more detail* in thio '* \y 
memorandum and ora sorry that I can*t sign ray name. I*d be 
glad to tallr to you but even that should not be neces8ax*y# 

lilU — __ J . M _ _ % . fl • • a. a ^ ^ a . 


jfho crlrainni Intelligence boys can fill you in. Its 
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May 11th, 1972 

P.0, Cox 4306, St. Thomas, V.I 
Telephone # (809) 774*1165 

Mr. Jack .Anderson 
1612 K Street, Northwest 
Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

Congratulations on your Pulitzer Award. Like many others, I feel 
that it is well deserved. 


Iam sending you the enclosed memorandum that you might find 
interesting. It is unsigned for reasons that will be apparent to you. 

I. have a wife, two children and several grandchildren, presently re- 
siding with me and, for their safety, I hope that my anonimlty will 
be preserved. This action of mine could he very dangerous. I will 
have to rely ou your discretion. 

I lprr .v r!^-V»i*ly n pd his father miinfr Hotter, when he was Gover- 
nor Oi l:'v Virgin Iciaiius lit uic m iddlc thirties, you don’t know me. 
For that reason i am giving you the names and addresses of some 
people in Washington that you might call to learn just who lam. I'd 
appreciate it if you would not refer to the contents of the enclosed if 
you do contact those people. 


George C. Davis 
6500 Ridge Street 
McLean, Virginia 22101 
Tel. - ELmwood 6-3021 


Arthur Schroeder 

Miller, Schroeder St Bank son 

Suite 514 

1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Tel. - 659-4400 


Since establishing residence in the Virgin Islands in 1950, I have 

served on the Governor's Advisory Committee on Education, the St. 

Thomas Police Commission and as United Suites Marshal. Ju3t before 

the la:>t war nn:i until hue, j.^j.2, J . t d on the Central Civilian 

% 

Defense Committee in San Juan, Puerto Kico under Governor Kcxfoxd 
Guy Tugwell. That's about the size of Jt. 


Yours very truly. 
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M KM OR AND I’M 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
washincton 

June 26 , 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


CHUCK COLSON 


GEORGE T. BEL 




As you undoubtedly know, Kimmelman, McGovern’s finance 
chairman, is one of the Virgin Islands’ really well- 
known fast buck artists. He is the son-in-law of 
Piawonsky, has been involved in every conceivable 
deal down there during his regime, was some kind of 
assistant to Udall and got him into that Overview 
Corporation contract, etc., etc. Interior has plenty 
of knowledge about him, and I know Justice and IRS have 
files on him. In addition, Lt. Governor Maas can give 
you chapter and verse. 

It just might be useful to have in stand-by a good 
rundown on him. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE ' 

WASH I NGTON 

June 16, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY RESTRICTED 


Tab 30 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


As I am sure you are aware, following the release of the 
attached article and a reiteration of the same charges by 
William Loeb, McGovern has asked DOD to release his 
military "201" personnel file. 


H. R. HALDEMAN 
JOHN DEAnM 


McGovern War Record 


Arrangements have been made to insure that if and when 

►fc- - * 

the Army does release copies of the contents of thi^_file. r to 
McGovern, a public announcement of the same will be made 

<trrV» <i r* 1% 



This should reduce the chances that McGovern will only 
release selected and favorable documents. 


You should also be aware that there is nothing in McGovern's.. - 
file which directly substantiates the allegation about his 
cowardice. We are advised that there is only one paragraph in 
one of the documents which is not complimentary to the Senator. 
Also, the file lists the number of combat missions McGove£rT - 
flew, and although no additional notations are made the reviewer 
stated that the number seemed somewhat low by comparison to 
other pilots flying in combat at that time. The file also contains the 
citations for McGovern's decorations, including his Distinguished 
Flying Cross, and reflects his various promotions during his 
military career. 


The party reviewing the file also advised that there is no evidence 
that any documents have been removed heretofore, or that there 
had been any tampering with the file. 

ADMINISTRATIVELY RESTRICTED 

- - ^ 

cc: Chuck Colson 


JWD: FFF:bav 
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Frank A. Cape?!! evaluate?, into -licence from both private 
and official sources in Wauhincion and around the world. 


b Americans of Polish extinction 
will soon he risked to contribute funds 
to help r.quip a Warsaw scientific 
ceii ter for astronomy research. A 
group of American scientists connec- 
ted with die National Academy of 
Sciences in Washington plans to pre- 
sent Communist Poland with a SI 
million astronomical research center 
next year, walking the 500th Anniver-v 

o mi. 


to increase next year bv 25 percent 
the scientific exchanges between the 
US. anti Communist Poland, with 
even more in the near future. Only one 
“problem” exists - approval by the 
IJ.S. Congress will be required to use 
the accumulated U.S. funds. Con- 
cerned Conservatives might consider 
this election year a good time to raise . 
the matter with their Congressmen. 
sary of the birth of Nicolaus Coperni-*^l« Why was U-24 pilot George MeGev- 
H:*re is the richer: All but t . rn *- cn f mini- during World \V:\r 1! 

•with fifteen missions of Ins set md tiled 
four still unfiilfillcd? intelligence per- 
sonnel with firsthand knowledge c? 
fhc matter say it was because It. Mc- 
Govern landed his aircraft on the is- 
land of Vis in the Adriatic and refused 
to fight. These sources report that the 
co-pilot had to return the plane to 
combat without McGovern. 

Xftw XVn ninr McGovern, and fond 
of citing his “war record* 5 as proof 
that he could face down America’? 
enemies McGovern seems competed 
to emphasise that he is no cownrd. The 
Army Air Corps thought differently. 
Intelligence sources report that, after 
abandoning his B-24, Lt. McGovern 
was relieved of his command and 
brought before a board of officers 
which heard evidence of his cowardice 
and recommended a dishonorable dis- 
charge. General Ira Taker is reported 

53 


cus. :*:*re is the ringer: All but 
$100,000 of the money for the project 
will come from Polish zlotys accumu- 
lated by the United Slates in Poland 
from lire post -War sale of surplus 
agricultural products. 

Included in the equipment to be 
presented to the Polish Communist 
Government is an I.ti.M. 1130-class 
computer, a very sophisticated device 
capable of being ;::,ed for irr.porpm* 
military purposes. 

Parly in May, Dr. Philip Handler, 
President of the National Academy of 
Sciences, made a trip to Warsaw to 
discuss Polish- American scientific ex- 
changes and the proposed astronomy 
center. Dr. Handler spoke with Profes- 
sor Jan Kaezmarek, Poland’s Minister 
of Science, Technology and F.duca- 
tion, who was quite pleased with the 
proposed offer. As n result of these 
conversations, plans have been made 

June 7. 1972 
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MEMORANDUM 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


June 16, 1972 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN DEAN 

FROM: CHUCK CO LS 


Has anyone run any checks or investigations on the key McGovern 
staffers? I was told yesterday that Gordon Weil has some very 
questionable things in his background. He is apparently one of 
the chief brain trusters who travels with McGovern. 


cc: Pat Buchanan 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I N GTO N 


August 16, 1972 


ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMORANDUM FOR: 


CHUCK COLSON 


FROM: 


STEVE KARALEKAS 



h Max Friedersdorf sends the following report: 


We arranged an administration speaker for Rep. Glenn Davis 
i; (R. -Wise. ) in Milwaukee last weekend and Davis' administrative 
- assistant, Jim Bolton, called today to thank ‘the White House for 
our efforts. Bolton also passed along information that his son 


who is on SecrisL Service detail guarding ivic\^iu vern, i cpui is ue - 
tail was upset last weekend because the candidate stayed at the 
. Massachusetts estate of a Belmont Tobin. Bolton said his son 
described Tobin as "a commie who is no. 1 on the Massachusetts 
State Police list of subversives. " 


Bolton's son has promised to keep his dad informed of these and 
any other kinds of activities, who in turn will communicate the 
same to Max. 

I'm discreetly checking the above information out and will report 
any additional findings. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Washington 

August 28, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 
E YES ONLY 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN DEAN 



Per Chuck Colson's request on the attached, can 
you check out the facts as well as Tobin 1 s back- 
ground. We could certainly use this information 
if true. Please let us know. 


Thanks. 



W. Richard Howard 
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SUBJECT: 


' ■QPERATIQN'ySANDWXSP 1 


Tab 31 




. *» 



. fll-TRODBCTIOH i;;;/-;; . 

^ '■ »V 

The 1972 Presidential Campaign strongly suggests a definitive Republican 

J ,1 r*- * - . •/:*.- - + a *v ••• .*-■>. \ 

; " * - * ' - ^ ‘ y • - , /. ... ' ei\ ‘ * • 

need for the creation of a political intelligence-security entity to be 


; .*1 

. ‘ v 


.i r * 


‘ located within ‘the private sector. This entity, surf acely disassociated ' 

■ m. • 4 ' • i ‘ • .* v * • *. . ^ 1 . • - ■ . " * . 1 > v - * £ - - ■ * ‘ J* * p* * 




from the Administration by virtue of an established business cover, would 

-• \ 


* * * * 


5 have the capability of performing in a highly sophisticated manner * ' 

y. “ - •“ v ■ • -t -f .• '* . . *'•. ?. ; ’*• > - • ^ . ** 4 -• - ’y, • * # ' . r* r ■ 

• *;V /i* ^ ‘ ^ ^ -v 

" .■ * «. - 1 r * * . > - ; - • . 4 * ----- , ► - # r 4 

designed to ensure that the mai or offensive intelligence arid defensive 

• -"T ■ . i- 5 

*•:- V-. - .. -- « - -■ 


" security requirements of the entire campaign and Republican convention ' \ P 

’.?*< •— — rv-- ■ .. .* *• . • .,c*. ■* r “ . 

. • 4 • . • \ - r- *: 

_ would be professionally, structured, programmed and- implemented. In the . ^ 



Indicated below, therefore, are a series of considerations and suggestions 

>.7 / ; ..=X ;• ?•./••• . : ■]'-'* - +}- * * .• v i V’;.; 

jposed in this regard for the re vie v; of those reouested to endorse the 

: -:V V-- '/■ ■' • ' . ' •• . : ;• . • \ ; * ■. ^ X * 

suggested undertaking. 1 V- *: . 


- - . * : - - w 

i- %. '-i • - r r. ;• 

- • 

i* « e 1 ’* ■'* 

, - •, ' v 




^ -• 

^ ^ 


- 

; *x 


:-a.v v 


I. OPPOSITION IT^T ELI JGET’CR EFFORT 

v' r*. • . -J.-. > ~ ! . -.1 

•;.* ' ; .• ' • ' x ' • - ; V - ' | r;- H' *• • ,**“ *>'-"* *. . ~ ‘ > . 1 • 

i y'-'Z'i }?? ‘*v * -r r . *-■' r.-j,"'; . 

: The, presence, of Lawrence O'Brien air. Chairman of the Democratic Rational - 


4 r * *i 


/ V- 


J \ 




• ;r - 
L - • ’• / 


Committee unquestionably suggests that the Democratic nominee will have i 

"... A • • - - . • v : V . : ' ’ ’’ - - ... - 'X'i'.'V-; 

A ‘ ••••*■•? ‘ : ■■ 

■a strong, covert intelligence effort mounted against us in 1972. The. ' . , 

19 oS*L. A. Times, TJsv York Post, U. S. Marshal team which operated from : : V. - 

y - ' ’■ ’ . ♦ • • r . - « » * • . 4 y * • 

’ ’ + : • . . • , ’ * * • ' * v - - ' 

former U. S. Attorney MorgenLhau's office (assbrtedly without his knowledge) 

* . . » • - . . ^ . ■ - . 

: ’ •. ~ *. . •*. ‘ , , *v-. - •••-• • .1 

-is evidence of O’Brien’s modus operand! and indicative of what' we can' expect 

r. .-V;.. C-"i ' "r-'r"’ 

• M m * mm * " T~ ' - -1 ” *' V 


this time around. 
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In this 
rapidly 
Kennedy 


retire 


growl n 


mafia 


, we should be par«:>.cul 
g Inter le.l organ! nation 
dominated j ntelligcnce 


arly concerned about the new and 
(See Tab "A”). Should this 
"(jun for hire" be turned against 


us in ' 72 , ve would, indeed, have a dangerous and formidable foe. 


Close scrutiny of this organization's 
Indicated below are a series of points 
hazards that this group represents; 


activity has been ongoing here, 
designed to suggest the political 


A) The organisation was co-founded by Bill Hundley, 
former Special Assistant to A. G. Bobby Kennedy and Bob Pelloquin, . 
Kennedy loyalist who functioned as Senior Attorney in Justice's 
Organized Crime and Racketeering Section, also under Bobby Kennedy. 

. .V ' • B) Other Kennedy mafia types, including the so called 

mysterious David I. Belisle, former Director Invest i gations for the ‘ 
Il ational Security Agency, are principals in the organization. 

C) It has been reliably determined that Stephen Smith, 

EMK's brother-in-law, has privately visited Intertel's Rev/ York office 

. * 
headed by former FBI supervisor Jack O'Connell knovm by his colleagues 

to have been a "black bag" specialist while at; the Bureau. Smith, 

unquestionably, would think Intertel should EMK go for the big prize. 

D) On Intertel's Board of Directors is Jerome S. Hardy, 
Executive Vice President of the Dreyfus Corporation which is chaired 
by Howard Stein. • The media reports that Stein will be a heavy contri--. 
tutor to a Democratic- Liberal or Party Presidential, candidate. 
Shortly before this media revelation, the aforementioned Jack O'Connell 
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' - V-„ ,4, 

accompanied an electronics spec :3 v list to both Stein's pad Hardy* s offices 

* 

for sweeping purposes. 

E) It has been very reliably determined that some of 
Intertel's principals possess gambling weaknesses or. have been quietly 
let go from their sensitive federal law enforcement positions because of 
financial improprieties. One Intertel principal, related to a known 
Baltimore Cosa Nostra figure and released from federal service because 
of an established gambling weakness, is now in charge of .Hughes 1 security 
operation in Las Vegas. - 

P) The investigative reporter fraternity is taking a 
closer look at the potential for Intertel to be exposed as a mafia front 
or a mafia exploitable tool for its Caribbean and Vegas operations. 

The recent Look article on Howard Hughes alludes to this point. Bill Kolar 
(former Chief of Intelligence at IRS) and Resorts International's President 
I. G. (Jack) Davis, recently testified before the New Jersey legislature 


advocating legalized gambling in that mafia ridden state. 


All of the above facts are mentioned to suggest how the weaknesses of 
Intertel, intertwined with established Democratic -Kennedy loyalties make 
the organization most susceptible to a '72 intelligence gun for hire 
approach by O'Brien or the Democratic Presidential nominee. The deep 
concern here is that the assignment could be accepted on a compartmentalized 
basis and easily hidden from republican Janies Crosby, Chairman of the 
Board of Resorts International (assertedly owning ^91 of Intertel stock). 

Jim Golden, formerly with Intertel, has now switched over to the Hughes' 
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Tool Comcany and i :■ far removed fro:;i the do.y to day intelligence ■' 
activities of In ter tel. Thu s, the o pera t in'' headquarters is b e re f t 
of any Mixon support or loyalty. 

It is recommended that consideration be given to have Inter tel 

* 

neutralized by Justice to preclude such development from taking place or 
to discourage consideration by O'Brien or Stephen Smith. This can be 
accomplished by directing Justice (if.it has not done so already) to 
open a case with a viev: towards determining if the organization has 
unauthorized access to sensitive government files. It most certainly 
has . 


1 . , 


O 


Among other factors supporting this contention is the consensus in the 
federal intelligence sector indicating that Intertel, in all likelihood, 
delivered the details of a reported Jus lice- IRS skimming investigation 
of Bob Kaheu to Hughes causing llaheu 's fall and Hughes' departure from 
Vegas. The manipulated threat of/indictment of Intertel principals vould 
effectively minimize this threat, create a potentially debilitating 
intelligence weakness for O'Brien's forces and force them to try other, 
less sophisticated sources. Additionally, "Operation Sandvedge" vould 
be free to- operate both offensively and defensively without a dangerous 
adversary. * *. 


PROPOSED "SAI7DTEPGB" RESPONSIBILITIES 


The total offensive intelligence, defensive security requirements for 

the '72 Presidential Campaign and Republican National Convention will be 

1 . . . l - ■ " 

— * ' ~ : . _ • 

a large and sensitive undertaking. - . / - . 


9903 


Operation Sand 1 , .’edge proposes that, it be charged in this regard with 


the following responsibilities:' 


Ox yy.Z'S l VK (New York City baaed - clandestine operation) 


A) Supervise penetration of nominees entourage and 
headquarters with undercover personnel. - 

B) “Black Bag” capability (discuss privately) including 

all covert steps necessary to minimize Democratic 

, " * . 

voting violations in Illinois, Texas, etc. 

C) Surveillance of Democratic primaries, convention, 
meetings, etc. : 

D) Derogatory information investigative capability, 

world- vide, • 

E) Any other offensive requirement deemed advisable. 


DEFENSIVE OPERATIONS 


A) Select and supervise the private security force hired 

in connection .with the Republican national Convention. : 
Conduct all political security investigations at 
Republican Convention. 

♦ 

B) Establish and supervise nation- vide electronic counter- 
measures capability in connection with all non-presidential 

security aspects of *72 campaign. 

. » ... . 

C) Supervise all security operations at 1701 Pennsylvania 
Avenue, KNC. Conduct all security investigations (leaks, 
personnel, etc.) •• • 7 
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D) Unsure the political security ‘aspects of the 


travelling ear.iaaij.tn staff. 


E) Conduct any Republican Party -Campaign oriented 

» i *. 

. -’tf . ■ investigation nation- vide . 

OPERATES COVER . r 

The consensus dictates that a privately created corporate business 
entity would be the most effective tool to implement the sensitive . 
responsibilities indicated above. The corporation would' posture itself 
as a newly formed security consulting organization ostensibly selling 
itself as a group of highly talented investigator- security experts with * 
impeccable Republican credentials who actively seek only Republican 
Corporations and lav? firms as clients. 

Since the key operating principals (3 or b persons) in the corporate 

* • ■ ■ 

entity would be well known Nixon loyalists in the law enforcement area, 
the defensive involvraent, as outlined above. would be plausible and readily 
acceptable to all friend or foe inquiries. * „ # . 

The offensive involvment outlined above would be supported, supervised 
and programmed by the principals, but completely disassociated (separate 
foolproof financing) from the corporate structure and located in Hew 
York City in extreme clandestine fashion. My source would be charged vith 

v. ' 

setting up and supervising ’this operation. In other words, he would not 
surface. Rather, his responsibilities would be increased and he would be 
charged vith setting up the clandestine operation in exactly the same 
fashion as he did during his career. You are aware, of course, that his 
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expertise in this area was considered the model for police departments 
throughout the nation and the results certainly proved it. 

,l SANDV/5DCiE tt PRINCIPALS ■ ' / . ; . • / • . : 

It is suggested that the best method of ensuring the success of Sandvedge 
is by limiting the principals to an absolute minimum, but to allow for 
an expansionary backup of consultants on a case by case basis where / 

the need arises. The involvment in defens ivc campaign activity as 

. *•**"•* ■*' ■ ■ . _ • 

indicated above would, under inquiry, be postured as a natural ad hoc 1 ' 
contribution on the part of the corporation to the ' J2 Republican effort. 
The covert -or offensive side of the operation, in no way connected to the 
corporation, would be untraceable to any of the principals or the 
Administration. ' ' , : : 

Necessarily then, the principals should be strong Nixon loyalists, 
possessing the necessary credentials to perform in this highly sensitive 
area, profess ionally* with the described effective cover. Below are listed 
the principals v/no are ready/ willing and able -to so participate in the 
, manner designated. f * .y. : : ... \ * 

JOHN J. CAULFIELD ; / «• ‘'"V , - V. ; 

1. Cover - Because of White House experience and contacts, 
has decided to create a Washington based security consulting- investigative 

organization which would seek Republican corporations and law firms as 

• * -• ■* * ♦ 

% . * • - - , 

clients. * : v ’' * • • . v 

• ‘ . • « ‘ V * 

2. Assignment - Receive and program all activities and 
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QiLSiuxi-T.eats, including the New York City operation, act as liaison with 

« ’ ' ii£* • .. • i - 

• *. ^ 

selected White House staff before and during campaign for sensitive . - 

\ 

investigative needs. Liaison with Cabinet when necessary. Liaison with 
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue operation on all security- investigative needs. 
Liaison with Republican National Committee in connection with their investi- 
gative needs (Nofziger). Liaison with the RTIC on the programming of all 
security at the Republican National Committee. . 

JOSEPH W00D3 v t * 

1. Cover - Since only engaged part time as a County . - 7 

Commissioner in Illinois and needing funds to support his lairge family. ’ 

(true enough!), has decided to become a principal in a potentially lucrative, 

Washington based. Republican oriented security consulting firm utilizing 

expertise in law enforcement (FBI - Sheriff Cook County) and political 

contacts nation-wide. Will seek to build the organization in the raid-west, 

taking advantage of the large influx of Republican big business into the 

Chicago area. 

2.. Assignment - In charge of all private security forces 

at the Republican National Convention. In charge all covert efforts (a iscuss 

♦ 

designed to preclude voting frauds in Illinois, Texas, etc. Liaison active 
and retired FBI agents, nation-wide, for discreet investigative support 
(Hoover also? - Evaluate). Liaison nation-wide with Republican State 
Chairmen for investigative support. Support New York City covert operation. 

t •- 

NOTE .. - " : 7 . 7 . . • ’ 

It is interesting to report that Intertel made a lucrative offer to Joe 
Woods last week ($30,000 per annum, stock options, etc.) indicating he 
would be in charge of their new Chicago office. This tack is viewed as an 
attempt to purchase White House prestige. In the author's judgment, the 
compartmentalized political hazards, previously indicated, would still 
constitute a real and present danger. ~ \ ; 
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VERNON (LUKE) AGREE - Deputy Commissioner IRS, Inspection Division 1 

s 

Mike is the highest ranking Republican career official in the Internal 
Revenue Service. A synopsis of his outstanding career is attached hereto 
(TAB "B”). He is a strong Nixon loyalist and has so proved it to me, 

< . ' , f ' ■ - . ....... - . 

personally, on a number of occasions. His management and investigative 
expertise will be invaluable to the undertaking, especially in the 

financial investigative area -'crucial in a campaign of this type.. 

b- ,'b" b " " v ; ‘ . - . 

c . . ; . " 1. Cover - Mike has decided to retire after 32 years 

■ . ■ - — • *• ' \ 

of federal investigative’ service. He has witnessed the financial success 
of Intertel and has decided to join a small group of Republican oriented 

principals who wish to emulate and improve on the Intertel experience 

. _ ■ .* 4 ■ •* ■ 

V. * • . ...... 1 

dealing only, however, with republican corporations and law firms. 

/ h • - . -* ■ 2. Assignment ' - IRS information input, financial 

■ . ■ ■ . , ' ■% . 

investigations, liaison federal law enforcement establishment nation-wide 

preparation of reports, briefings to key Administration campaign figures 

» 

on results. Support New York City operation. . * r 



CONSULTANT PERSONNEL ? : ■ , - • \ A •;> :v • 

Under the cover of the corporate entity hiring Republican consultants 
to assist in meeting the needs of its clients, a medium for the likely 
required expansion of the covert aspects of the undertaking would be 
established in compartmentalized fashion , thereby minimizing any threats 
to exposure inherent in a large covert operation. The consultants would 
be brought on to perform ad hoc assignments on a case by case basis in 
any area or undertaking. ’ - ' . 
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COTiPORATK STAFF 


* - • * . -v.' 

As suggested, a bright young Nixon loyalist with attorney and 
business mana geria l cre dentia ls should be brought on board to take 
complete charge of the corporation’s business requirements. He would 
function as a technician with little or no responsibility or knowledge 
regarding the covert aspects of the operation. ' * ’r • 


No candidates will be considered for this assignment until the * 

- . concept receives a go. Anne Dawson, understandably, would be a key 
' and valuable asset to this undertaking: Trudy Brown (presently 

: in White House Security ' liaison with FBI) would, if willing and 

could be spared from her present duties, also be highly valuable. 

s * 

• ^ 

' Any other administrative help brought on board would be of the same ‘ 

. * ■ * «*■ 

caliber as Anne and Trudy. ' ' ' ■* • 
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rurarp .v - - . , «> 

’O' 

Reviewing the above proposed broad ranged responsibilities of Operation 
Sandvedge, it is clear that it would be impossible to judge, at this 
time, vhat total costs for such an undertaking vould be Involved. The 
major initial costs, of course,, vould relate to principal, management, 
technical and secreterial salaries, as veil as office space and 
equipment in Washington and Chicago. It is expected that substantive 
additional costs vould become evident as the requirements for effective 

operation come more clearly into focus. . • . • 

‘ “ . . 1 ^ 

^ \ * 

What is obviously needed, therefore, is a funding technique which vould 
enable the corporate cover to raise whatever monies vould be required 
on a legitimate and painless basis. It is suggested that the business 
cover, indicated above, provides the ideal and proper framework to 
resolve this problem, as follows: ••• •• • -h . 

■ t The overt security consulting services to be offered ! . 

Republican corporations by the business entity vould clearly be a 

« .... 

t 

deductible business expense. There are no IRS requirements dictating 
the amount, type or quality of service which must be performed for a given 
consulting fee. This is strictly a matter for negotiation between the 
client ana the entity performing the service. , . 

Thus, it is clear that if the new Corporate Security Consultants International 

*■ ‘ ■ , - . * 

firm were in a position to "negotiate" as many lucrative consulting 

agreements as required on an expandable, need basis with trustworthy 
Republican corporate giants, the funding of this effort could go smoothly 
forward with no direct financial connection to the Administration • 1 
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or Republican national Committee. Further, the sensitive- and often’ 
traceable area of political 'contributions would be eliminated as a 
hazard to this undertaking. e 

As indicated, funding for the proposed Hew York City operation would 
require special measures. There are some very discreet and viable 
approaches to this matter but, it is suggested that they be discussed 
on a private basis only. . 

CONCLUSION /I ' ’ * - : 

- > 

This paper^ then, is submitted with a view towards presenting, for review, 
a highly sophisticated approach to a critical aspect of the 1972 
Presidential Campaign. It is suggested that the various subheadings 
indicated (SES TAB "C" ) in the proposal provide a proper agenda after 
high level review for a meeting between the principals indicated and 
the officials charged with final decision. " 

It has been indicated that it is already very late for this proposed 
undertaking to be in review .status - the authors concur. It is . 
respectfully requested, therefore, that tne highest priority attention 
be given this matter. Me await your reply. - 
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Caulfield Exhibit No. 2 



MONDAY, JANUARY 18, 1971 


SECTION B, PAGE 3 



Six CIA Attempts to KilF 
Castro Failed-Piot Hushed 






By Jack Anderson 


LOCKED IN THE darkest recesses Among those privy to the CIA con- * 
of the Central Intelligence. Agency is • spiracy, there is still a nagging suspi- 
the story of six assassination attempts cion — unsupported by the Warren 
against Cuba’s Fidel Castro. Commission’s findings — that Castro 


For 10 years, only a few key people 
have known the terrible secret. They 
• have sworn never to talk. Yet we have 
learned the details from sources whose 
credentials are beyond question. 

THE PLOT TO KNOCK off Castro 
began as part of the Bay of Pigs opera- 
tion. The intent was to eliminate the 
Cuban dictator before the motley in- 
vaders landed on the island. Their ar- 
rival was expected to touch off a 
- general uprising, which the Communist 
■1 militia would have had more trouble 
.... putting down without the charismatic • 
Castro to lead them. 

After the first attempt failed, five 
hnore assassination teams were sent to 
Cuba. The last team reportedly made it 
. to a rooftop within shooting distance of 
Castro before members were ap- 
prehended. This happened around the 
last February or first of March, 1963. 

NINE MONTHS LATER, President 
Kennedy was gunned down in Dallas by 
Lee Harvey Oswald, a fanatic who 
previously had agitated for Castro in 
New Orleans and had made a 
■* mysterious trip to the Cuban Embassy 
in Mexico City. J 


became aware of .the U.S. plot upon his 
life and somehow recruited Oswald to 
retaliate against President Kennedy. 

TO SET UP THE Castro assassina- 
tion, the CIA enlisted Robert Maheu, a 
former FBI agent with shadowy con- 
tacts, who had handled other un- 
dercover assignments for the CIA out of 
his Washington public relations office. 
He later moved to Las Vegas to head up 
billionarie Howard Hughes’s Nevada 
operations. - 

Maheu recruited John Roselli, a rug- 
gedly handsome gambler with contacts 
in both the American and Cuban un- 
derworlds, to arrange the assassina- 
tion. The dapper, hawk-faced Roselli, 
formerly married to movie actress 
June Lang, was a power in the movie 
industry until his conviction with 
racketeer Willie Bioff in a million- 
dollar Hollywood labor shakedown. 

THE CIA ASSIGNED two of its most 
trusted operatives, William Harvey and 
James “Big Jim” O’Connell, to the 
hush-hush murder mission. Using * 
phony names, ' they accompanied 
Roselli on trips to Miami to line up the 
assassination teams. 


31-889 0 - 74 - 16 
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The full story reads like the script of 
a James Bond movie, complete with 
secret trysts at glittering Miami Beach 
hotels and midnight powerboat dashes 
to secret landing spots on the Cuban 

coast. Once, Roselli’s boat was shot out 
from under him. 

FOR THE FIRST try, the CIA 
furnished Roselli with special poison 
capsules to slip into Castro’s food. The 
poison was supposed to take three days 
to act. By the time Castro died, his sys- 
tem would throw off all traces of the 
poison, so he would appear to be the 
victim of a natural if mysterious ail- 
ment 

Roselli arranged with a Cuban, 
related to one of Castro’s chefs, to plant 
the deadly pellets in the dictator’s food. 
On March 13, 1961, Roselli delivered the 
capsules to his contact at Miami 
Beach’s glamorous Fontainebleau 
Hotel 

A couple weeks later, just about the 
right time for the plot to have been car- 
ried out, a report out of Havana said 
Castro was ilL But he recovered before 
the Bay of Figs invasion on April 17, 
1961. 


s - 

I 

I 

i 


My associate Les Whitten located 
Harvey, who left the C3A about two 
years ago, in Indianapolis. Asked about 
Roselli, Harvey said he had a high 
regard for him. 

WE GOT AN ADMISSION from 
“Big Jim” O’Connell, who is still with 
the CIA, that he had met Roselli 
through Maheu. But when we asked 
about Roselli’s CIA mission, O’Connell 
also clammed up. 

Finally we spoke to John McCone, 
who headed the CIA at the time of the 
assassination attempts. He acknow- 
ledged the idea had been discussed 
inside the CIA but insisted it had been 
“rejected immediately.” He vigorously 
denied that the CIA had ever partici- 
pated in any plot on Castro’s life. 
Asked- whether the attempts could have 
been made without his knowledge, he 
replied: “It could not have happened.” 

We have complete confidence, 
however, in our sources. 


THE CUBAN WHO had sneaked the 
poison in'to Havana was never seen 
again. The CIA, unsure whether the , 
plotters had failed or the poison simply . 
hadn’t been strong enough, decided to 
try again with a more powerful dose. 
Roselli arranged for triple-strength 
capsules to be slipped; into Castro’s food 
several weeks after the Bay of Pigs. 
But once again, the plot failed and the 
conspirators disappeared. 

Four more attempts were made on * 
Castro’s life, using Cuban assassination 
teams equipped with high-powered 
rifles, explosives and two-way radios.* 
At intervals in the dark of night, Roselli 
personally delivered the teams in twin 
powerboats to the Cuban shores. 


THE PRINCIPALS IN the CIA con- 
spiracy, sworn to deep secrecy, refused 
to comment on the caper. We got an ad- 
mission out of Maheu only that he had - 
handled special jobs for the CIA, but he 
refused to discuss them. Roselli 
responded with a flat “no comment,” 
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Caulfield Exhibit No. 3 
( Miami Herald, Tues. Jan. 19, 1971 ) 


DENIALS ALL AROUND, BUT 



By JACK ANDERSON ■ - 

•t» ' ■ S . 

WASHINGTON -r The plot to kill 
.Cuban dictator Fidel Castro, hidden for > 
k ’]0 years from the public, raises some 
Ugly questions that high officials would 
rather keep buried deep ^ *•/ 

inside the Central In-* 

;telli£cnce Agency. . » v 


The last surviving brother, Senator 
Ted Kennedy, could give us no insight 
His brothers had never spoken to him 
about any assassination attempts 
’ against Castro, he said. He was aware, 
be volunteered, only that Senator Smath- 
ers had talked to the late President 
' about eliminating Castro. V - n . 


1 — "H as the CIA .1' i&y ii B >si 


X — uiaa . UJC VI/V 

tried to assassinate , 

any other leaders? $ = 

John McCone, who - ■ p 

headed the CIA during 

The six attempts to : j 

’knock off Castro, de- i 


* • s 


\ IM* 


The six attempts to 
’knock off Castro, de- Sp||)S) [ 
hied emphatically that ' |£jMl 1 
the CIA has tried to * Anderson 
kill anyone. But ex* 

Senator George Smathers, one of John 
•F. Kennedy’s closest friends, told us the 
late President suspected that the CIA 
3iad arranged the shootings of the- Do- 
minican Republic’s Rafael 'Trujillo in 
1961 and South Vietnam’s Ngo Dinh 
‘Diem in .1963. 

★ ★ ★ 


SMATHERS told, us that President 
Kennedy seemed .“horrified* 1 at the idea 
of political assassinations. M I remember 
him saying,” recalled Smathers, "that 
the CIA frequently did things he didn’t 
know about, and he was unhappy about 
it. He complained that the CIA was al- 
most autonomous. ’ , , 

- ‘ ■ ■ * ■ . ' • 

"He told me he believed the CIA had 
arranged to have Diem and Trujillo 
bumped off. He was pretty well shocked 
about that. He thought it was a stupid 
thing to do, and he wanted.to .get con-, 
trol of what the CIA was doing.” 

But McCone, disagreeing vigorously, 

’ told us that “no plot was authorized or 
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implemented" to assassinate Castro, 
Trujillo, Diem or anyone else. 

"During those days of tension, there 
was a wide spectrum of plans ranging 
from one extreme to another," McCone 
admitted, "Whenever this subject (as- 
sassinating Castro) was brought up — 
and it was — it was rejected immediate- 
ly on two grounds. First, it would not be 
condoned by anybody. Second, it 
wouldn’t have achieved anything." 

There was also talk in high places, 
McCone acknowledged, of supporting a , 


coup to oust Diem. The former CIA di- 
rector said he had argued against this at 
a secret session with both Kennedy 
brothers. He had contended that there 
was no one strong enough to take 
Diem's place and that a coup, therefore, 
would bring "political upheaval." 

"I told the President and Bobby to- 
gether," recalled McCone, "that if I 
were running a baseball team and had 
only one pitcher, I wouldn't take him 
out of the game." 

★ * * . 

. 

THE November, 1963, coup caught 
the U.S. completely by surprise, he said, ‘ 
While the plotters were moving on the 
palace, he said, then-Ambassador Henry 
Cabot Lodge was visiting Diem. Admiral 
Ulysess Sharp, then our Pacific com-, 
mander, had also been present, but had 
left early to go to the airport, 

McCone said President Diem escaped 
through a tunnel but was caught in 
nearby Cholon and "shot in a statiqn 
wagon." 
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Caulfield Exhibit No. 4 


60 MINUTES 
VOLUME III NUMBER 11 
as broadcast over the 
CBS TELEVISION NETWORK 
. Tuesday, February 2, 1971 
10:00-11:00 PM, EST 

t . 

With CBS News Correspondents Morley Safer and Mike Wallace 

PRODUCED BY CBS NEWS 
EXECUTIVE PRODUCER: Don Hewitt 
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WALLACE: Spiro Agnew on his father’s knee at ten months. With his 

dog, Frisky, at ten years. His high school graduation picture. 
Drafted before Pearl Harbor. Married at 24. Vice President of 
the Kiwanis Club in 1959* Vice President of the United States in 
1969. 

AGNEW: I don ! t think that it’s fair to say that suddenly a yokel 

has descended upon the national government. 

SAFER: Las Vegas, I suppose, reflects just about the worst of 

America. And it was to here, four years ago, that Howard Hughes 
came. In what seemed a matter of days he laid claim to the city 
and the state. 

HANK GREENSPUN: Now here 1 s the world 1 s wealthiest man suffering 

from malnutrition. He was - he had three blood transfusions in 
the past week. His hemoglobin count was down to four. If you 
have any medical knowledge it means that you’re not functioning too 
well, certainly not - nothing’s going into the brain where you could 
make a rational decision. 

WALLACE: I’m Mike Wallace. 


SAFER: I’m Morley Safer. Those stories and more tonight on 60 

MINUTES . 

(ANNOUNCEMENT) 

WALLACE: In 1959? Spiro Agnew was elected Vice President of the 

Kiwanis Club of Lochraven, Maryland. Nine years later he was 
elected Vice President of the United States. And there in a 
nutshell you have the American dream. From suburban obscurity, 
the son of a Greek immigrant vaults to fame and power. If what he 
was is the key to what he is, 60 MINUTES thought a look at early 
Spiro Agnew might be useful. 

This is the block where the Agnew family lived when Spiro was 
born fifty-two years ago. It hasn’t changed much. Their apartment 
was on the second floor. It might surprise Mr. Agnew to know that 
it is now occupied by a young art student. The life style she 
represents has been a frequent target of his. Spiro’s father, 
holding the future Vice President on his knee, migrated from Greece, 
His mother was a Virginian by birth. Both parents now are dead. 
Father was a stern parent, not a pal, but the authority in the 
family. Spiro with his dog Frisky. 

His grades at Forest Park High School were mediocre at best. We 
asked to see the grades but school principal Charles Michael told 
us Agnew ’s record was pulled from the file when he became Vice 
President. The 1937 Yearbook shows two Agnews in the senior class. 
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One his cousin, Catina Agnew. Among her activities and honors, the 
Presidency of the Leaders Club* Young Spiro played the piano at 
assembly, but he belonged to no clubs, won no honors* Since 
graduation though, he has never missed a class reunion. Spiro, it 
seems, was a fun -loving adolescent. A friend since high school, 
Attorney Lee Harrison, recalls those early days* 

MR* HARRISON: We ! d go to football games. We’d go out to clubs or 

things of that sort that we could be admitted to as teenagers in 
those days and perhaps have a drink illegally. We cheated a little 
bit too, I suppose the way kids do nowadays « He was a very clever 
guy and he was always a very witty guy. And I knew that he was 
always a great man on limericks » And he had some very witty and 
very clever limericks. 

WALLACE: Oh, he had a feeling for language even back then? 

MR. HARRISON: Oh, yes, because even back in those days, I can 

recall that he had, I suppose, a fixation you might call it, on 
learning a new word a day. And he really did, even as a kid. 

WALLACE: From high school, he entered Johns Hopkins University 

when he majored in chemistry. Again, his grades were no source 
of pride and Spiro Agnew dropped out of college after his second 
year, when his father just cut off his support. So, to support 
himself, Agnew found a job paying eleven dollars a week in the 
file room of an insurance company. Later, he enrolled in night 
classes at the University of Baltimore Law School, an institution 
not accredited by the American Bar Association. Here too he did 
poorly scholastically. He admits he cut a lot of classes. But at 
work he won a promotion and the title of Assistant Underwriter in 
the Sprinkler, Leakage and Water Damage Department. 

In September, 19*+1, three months before Pearl Harbor, Spiro Agnew ! s 
career in insurance was terminated by the draft. Four-and-a-half 
years in the Army won him the Combat Infantryman’ s Badge and the 
Bronze Star. He served as a company commander in the 10th Armored 
Division. He saw action in four campaigns including the Battle 
of the Bulge and was discharged with the rank of Captain. 

Back home, twenty-seven years old and married now to Elinor Judefind 
of Baltimore, who used to work at the insurance company with him, 
Agnew went back to night law school. After Agnew won his law degree 
he opened a practice of his own but he couldn’t make a go of it. 

So back he went to the insurance business. A few months later he 
quit that job to take a better one as personnel director at a 
supermarket. Like the other employees, Agnew often wore a smock 
with the words, "No Tipping Please" on it. For several years 
Agnew was part of the management team at the market, but a dispute 
with the boss got him fired. 

By now, Agnew was in his middle thirties, a family man with three 
children and a home in the suburbs. He needed work, money. So he 
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joined another law firm, but he soon resigned, again, to open his 
own law. office. His principal client was the Meat cutters Union. 

Local President Harry Menapace, recalls those days. 

MR. MENAPAGE: Up until he became Vice President, I always considered 

Ted Agnew a real liberal, progressive, practical guy who was a 
friend to the labor movement. and to the workingman. 

WALLACE: The liberal, progressive Agnew was a registered Democrat 

! til he was nearly thirty. Attorney Lee Harrison explains why 
Agnew switched. 


MR. HARRISON: Because there was little hope of being recognized 

and achieving anything in the mass of Democrats in Baltimore County. 

WALLACE: So the only way that he could be upwardly mobile, so to 

speak, would be to go to the Republicans? 

MR. HARRISON: Well, I feel that not the only way, but certainly 

the opportunities were much greater to become a Republican in - 
in a heavily Democratic county where he would immediately come to 
the forefront and be recognized. 

WALLACE: Whether or not he had planned a long-range strategy 

Agnew 1 s next moves were ideal building blocks for a political career. 
He moved his practice to Tovson, the County Seat. The underdog 
party was hungry for campaign workers. First he campaigned for 
a Republican Congressional candidate, General James Devereu#, hero 
of Wake Island. And Devereux won. Later, in appreciation, tne 
party got Agnew appointed to the minority seat on the Zoning Board 
of Appeals in Baltimore County. And Spiro Agnew was on his way. 

His new home in nearby Lochraven Village underscored the tone of 
suburban respectability that was to characterize his public life. 

Agnew joined the PTA, The Inter-Community Council and the Kiwanis 
Club of Lochraven Village, and for the next seven years he never 
missed a Kiwanis Club meeting. 

Clark Langrall, a Kiwanis past President, remembers. 

MR. LANGRALL: We felt that we needed some music and we were looking 

for a piano player, so they could accompany Happy Birthday, and the 
anniversaries and all the fellowship things we like to do. And 
Ted Agnew was introduced as a prospective member who could play the 
piano. 

WALLACE: During some political infighting regarding his seat on 

the Zoning Board, his name became, in Baltimore County, a household 
word; and he ran for County Executive. The local Democratic 
machine had been badly hurt in a primary fight and Spiro Agnew 
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breezed in, the first Republican elected since before Civil War days. 
In conservative Baltimore County, Agnew was considered a moderate, 
or even a liberal, especially on racial matters* He forced through 
a civil rights program opening all public accomodations to blacks* 

Agnew f s interest in national politics blossomed early* During his 
first year as County Executive, he called upon the Republican Party 
to draft Senator Thomas Kuchel, the California liberal, for 
President in 196*+. Later, Agnew actively supported the candidacy 
of Governor William Scranton and he took part in the Stop Goldwater 
movement at the Republican Convention* But in his own county, 

Agnew was headed for trouble* He fought hard for an urban renewal 
project, but urban renewal was decisively rejected by the voters* 

It was during Agnew 1 s fight for civil rights that he attacked 
politicians he regarded as opportunists* u The greatest enemies of 
effective, intelligent government," he said, "are opportunists who 
have learned that a measure of popularity can be cheaply purchased 
by boldly assuming oversimplified positions on highly complex, , 
volatile issues*" Agnew’ s County Solicitor in those days was Scott 
Moore, a good friend* 

If he had run for re-election as County Executive would he have 
won? 


MR. MOORE: The people who were the ultra-right in this county 
had such a large following that they would have defeated him. 

WALLACE: Was he an ambitious man? 

MR. MOORE: Yes. He wanted to run for Congress, he wanted to run 

for the County Council. He wanted to be a Judge* Anything that 
would improve himself, he was always working in that direction. 

WALLACE: Convinced that he would lose if he ran for re-election as 

County Executive, Agnew raised the stakes to double-or-nothing. 

He ran for Governor. This was one of his television commericials 
during that campaign. 

WOMAN: (SINGING) Our kind of man, Ted Agnew is* A great new talent 
for Governor and what’s more..*. 

WALLACE: His opponent was a Baltimore road contractor, Democrat 

George Mahoney, a six-time loser who campaigned principally against 
open housing* 

MR. MAHONEY: Your home is your castle. 

MR. AGNEW: This slogan is being sold as a ring that is being drawn 

around a house saying that this is all your responsibility, to 
yourself, to your family. You have no responsibility to your 
community. 
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WALLACE: The issue of racism shattered the unity of the Democratic 

Party. Agnew won the endorsement of the blacks, the white liberals, 
the ADA, Americans for Democratic Action, organized labor and 
college professors. State Senator Clarence Mitchell explains why 
he backed Agnew. 

MR. MITCHELL: Primarily because we really didn*t have a choice. 

Mr. Agnew was a nonentity, was an unknown and Mr. George Mahoney, 
the Democratic candidate for Governor, was running a racist campaign* 
An anti -open housing campaign and Mr. Agnew was pro-open housing. 

WALLACE: Agnew became the fifth Republican Governor in 180 years 

of Maryland history. An analysis of the vote shows that two out 
of three blacks favored him. In high income white precincts he 
was favored by three out of four voters* The Jewish precincts favore- 
him. But in the white working class neighborhoods, he got little 
more than one in three votes. So it turned out that it was the 
Democrats, the people who are now so vocal against Agnew, who helped 
to put him here in the State House in Annapolis. And it is those 
voters who are now such Agnew enthusiasts, including the hard-hats, 
who tried to keep him out. 

And so, Spiro Agnew moved up a rung. His inaugural speech included 
a quote from the Maryland State Constitution that bespoke his 
political philosophy just five years ago. 


AGNEW: Whenever the ends of government are perverted and public 

liberty manifestly endangered, and all other means of redress are 
ineffectual, the people may, and of right, ought to, reform the 
old or establish a new government. The doctrine of non-resistance 
against arbitrary power and opression is absurd, slavish and 
destructive to the good and happiness of mankind. 

WALLACE: Governor Agnew put more blacks on the state payroll, he 

set up a Human Rights Commission, he pushed through the first 
State Open Housing Law south of the Mason-Dixon Line and he set 
up programs to control pollution. And all the while, he found 
time for national politics. 

AGNEW: As you know, I recently assumed, I guess that r s a good word, 

temporary leadership of a national Draft Rockefeller Movement, with 
headquarters in Annapolis. 

WALLACE: Sometime later, he stated his position on Richard Nixon. 

AGNEW: You recall when I was asked during the time I was most 

violently campaigning for Mr. Rockefeller, I guess violent l s a good 
word, because I was probably as active as anyone, was this Stop 
Nixon Movement. And I said at that time, and I repeat, I'm not 
against Mr. Nixon. He may, may, even be my number two choice* 
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WALLACE: And then Governor Rockefeller announced his decision. 

v 

ROCKEFELLER: That I am not a candidate campaigning directly or 

indirectly for the Presidency of the United States, 

WALLACE: Agnew was embarrassed and deeply hurt that Rockefeller 

would pull out without advising him in advance* Although Rockefeller 
changed his mind eventually and ran, he had lost Agnew’ s support 
for good. % 

Meanwhile, problems were developing for Agnew. When Bowie State 
college students staged a sit-in at the State House, Agnew had 227 
of them arrested and he closed the college. 

Then after the assassination of Martin Luther King, Baltimore was 
torn by riots* A few days later, Governor Agnew called in the 
moderate black leaders of Baltimore. 

AGNEW: If you’ll observe the ready-mix, instantaneous type of 

leader is not present. The circuit-riding, Hanoi-visiting type of 
leader is not present. The caterwauling, riot-inciting, burn- 
America-Gown type of leader is conspicuous by his absence. This 
is no accident, ladies and gentlemen. It’s just good planning. 

Do you repudiate black racists? Are you willing as I am willing 
to repudiate the white racists? Are you willing to repudiate the 
Carmichaels and the Browns? 


WOMAN: We’ve already done so* 

AGNEW : Answer me l Answer me I Do you repudiate Rap Brown and 

Stokley Carmichael? Do you? Do you? 


WOMAN; We don’t repudiate them as human beings, 

AGNEW: That’s what I was afraid of* 

WOMAN: Wait a minute. 

WALLACE; Some seventy-five black leaders walked out. But Senator 
Mitchell remained* 

SEN. MITCHELL: I condemn Rap Brown. I condemn Stokley Carmichael* 

I condemn George Wallace. I condemn Ross Barnett, I condemn all 
of the racists in this country. But I’m not going to pick out 
Negro racists and - 

AGNEW: I didn’t ask you to. 

SEN, MITCHELL: Negro racists only* 
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AGNEW: I didn't ask you to. 

SEN. MITCHELL: Let's condemn the entire broad spectrum of this - 

AGNEW: That's exactly what this is all about. If we can get that 

done then we can start without those people to solve some problems. 

SEN. MITCHELL: Agnew felt that we had not lived up to our 

commitments to him, to keep the place cool, to Mkep things cool, 
even though he had lived up to his commitment to the black community. 
He didn't understand why all black people couldn't be like Roy 
Wilkins and then said that. He felt that we had let him down. He 
expected the black leadership to be able to control the total black 
community, which is certainly unrealistic. He slapped - attempted 
to slap our hands, insulted us. And I'm convinced at that point 
he was seeking a position with the Nixon Administration, and had been 
told that he had to develop a conservative image in order to be 
included. 


MAN: That in my judgment could not be any further from the truth. 

He thought it was right and therefore he did it. 


MAN: He couldn't say that I'm going to go on helping you and let 

you burn down the city. What he said was, the same as I would say 
to my children and the same as I'm sure he said to his children, 
that when you want adult privileges you must demonstrate adult 
responsibilities. 

WALLACE: Whether motivated by principle or by politics, Agnew' s 

image indeed changed. 

AGNEW: And I emphasize my absolute conviction and my determination 

to react aggressively against this kind of violence. 

WALLACE: The blacks and the liberals turned against him. And just 

one month after the Baltimore riots, Richard Nixon announced that 
he had added Agnew' s name to his list of Vice Presidential 
possibilities. 

Two months later, in July of 1968, Agnew denied that he had changed. 


AGNEW: I had a fellow say to me the other day, how come you have 

changed your stance from that of liberal to conservative? And 
I said, well, I really haven't, it's just that I've stayed still, 
while literally thousands of people have rushed past me in a wild 
dash to the left. 

WALLACE: Then came the nomination and the campaign of 1968 and 

Agnewisms like "Fat Jap" and "If you've seen one slum, you've seen 
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them all" rattled across the nation* Two weeks before he took 
office as Vice President, I visited Mr. Agnew at the Governor's 
Mansion in Annapolis. 

After the election and on this broadcast 60 MINUTES your Democratic 
Vice Presidential opponent, Senator Muskie, said, "A lot of the slips 
that Governor Agnew made were the slips of inexperience. So the 
question is whether the Governor is politically educable fast enough 
to catch up with the kinds of responsibilities we're told he's 
going to be given." Is this a fair statement of the problem that 
confronts you? 


AGNEW: To a degree it's - it's fair, but one of the things I think 

is - is a fiction about the basis for that kind of statement is that 
I've suddenly been jerked from a zoning board into the Vice 
Presidency. 

I don't think that it's fair to say that suddenly a yokel has 
descended upon the national government. 

WALLACE: Governor, the publication Current Biography characterizes 

you as a "self-made, middleclass, middlebrow suburbanite straight 
out of middle America, that broad core of American society that 
feels its values threatened by social turbulence and permissiveness . 
How do you plead? 

AGNEW: Guilty. 

WALLACE: That's you? 

AGNEW: I think that's me, and I hope I don't ever change. 

WALLACE: Spiro Agnew came to the Vice Presidency a much under- 

estimated man. 

For the first two years of his Vice Presidency he has been coolly 
successful at doing the jobs he's been assigned there* He has 
kept the conservatives, notably the Southern conservatives happy. 

He has put - and kept - the press on the defensive. And he has 
travelled the low road, when it was deemed useful, to hold 
Democratic feet to the fire. 

Now, one hears that Mr. Agnew 's image is being retooled for 1972, 
that we shall be seeing a less colorful, less abrasive Agnew. After 
all, it is said, he has changed before. 

Well, I wouldn't be on it. For one thing, he clearly enjoys the 
gadfly role in which he has been cast. But more to the point, 
despite the gnashing of liberal Republican teeth, the President 
needs the constituency the Vice President has developed, if he's 
to be re-elected. 
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"Dump Agnew" may be a wistful war cry in 1972, but political logic 
seems to indicate that the man who was the object of all of the 
"Dump Nixon" talk back in 1956, will turn a deaf ear. 

Brad Jacobs is the ditor of the Baltimore Evening Sun . He has 
been an agnew -watcher for the past decade and here’s his instant 
psychoanalysis. 

BRAD JACOBS: We Marylanders find it helpful to think of Ted Agnew 

not as one man frit as two men quite different and even contradictory < 
The first Agnew on public display, I suppose, was the Agnew of cool 
intelligence, of rational approach to tricky problems. We saw him 
a moment ago - the progressive county executive fighting for a bette^ 
break for county blacks - poor county blacks. Suddenly there was 
the other Agnew - and you saw him too. This one was the testy 
one who operates, I suppose, less on intelligence, more on instinct. 
This Agnew found young people disconcerting, news reporters 
irritating and black people, when they acted up, scandalizing. 

Here’s the point. We see two Agnews co-existing - one the hip 
suburbanite, unafraid of a long philosophical look into the future. 

He know the future belongs to the young, the poor and the black. 

In his early phase as a practical political leader, he was just 
hurrying to catch up with his followers. But always inside was 
the other Agnew, the immigrant’s son, still quick to resent an 
imagined slight, still jolted off balance by bad manners, disorder. 
One side of him reaches out to the social goals he cannot help but 
recognize as inevitable. The other side recoils in distaste for 
that twisty, sometimes rutted, path that leads to those goals. 

Agnew has a tiny but revealing personal habit. Whenever he sits 
down in a chair, he carefully keeps his legs uncrossed so that no 
wrinkle will disturb the crease in his trousers. What makes this 
revealing is that both the cool, deliberate Agnew and the not-so- 
cool, uneasy Agnew show through side by side. 

(ANNOUNCEMENT) 

SAFER: Tonight we have a tale to tell or part of a tale. The 

whole story may never be known. It includes some of the most 
extraordinary people you will ever meet and a most extraordinary 
person whom you’ll never meet. 

It is the story of a rich, secluded king whose health has failed a nc 
ground him all the barons are struggling for all the riches of 
the kingdom. And there is a court jester too, who is privy 
to all the secrets of the kingdom and whose main interest is to 
reveal them. 

The story is confusing. The main character is missing. The minor 
characters are evasive; not surprising, perhaps, when the kingdom, 
at current market prices, is valued at two billion dollars. The 
tale, such as we know it, begins here, in Las Vegas, Nevada, the 
center of the kingdom ~ where this is the power - and the" glory. 
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Las Vegas, where all the girls: are beautiful and all the men are 
rich, or that r s what they would have you believe. 

Las Vegas, I suppose, reflects just about the worst of America. It 
is the ultimate in bad taste - and getting worse «• a blemish on the 
raw beauty of Nevada, but it has become an economic necessity to 

the state, a fallen woman who knows no other way to make a living. 

A beacon in the night to all the suckers adrift in the world. 

And it was to here four years ago that Howard Hughes came. In what 

seemed a matter of days he laid claim to the city and the state. 
Hughes, the sportsman and pilot, engineer, eccentric, but most of 
all, billionaire. He made Nevada his home and empire. 

Up there in the penthouse suite of the Desert Inn Hotel he cut 
himself off from the rest of the world. Total, absolute seclusion. 
But the kingdom quietly thrived until last November, when Hughes, 
now 65, stopped roaming the penthouse. He fell ill, desperately 
ill - and we learned that his hemoglobin count had fallen to four. 

He was suffering from anemia and malnutrition. He had a heart 
condition and pneumonia. On November fourth and fifth he was given 
a number of blood transfusions - \ doctors said he should be put into 
a hospital immediately. Then he disappeared. 

Someone once described him as the presence that is also an absence. 

Paul Laxalt, who until a few weeks ago was Governor of Nevada, has 
never met the man, but he has felt the presence. 

LAXALT: Howard Hughes is one of those people around whom there is 
always going to be mystery, always, until the day he dies and 
thereafter. I think that if he personally came forward as has 
been suggested, and dramatically said " I ' m Howard Hughes" for all 
the world to see,” I want this and that done^' there would be still 
many, many people who would not even accept the fact that he 
was Howard Hughes. 

There was a time when there was no doubt about who he was. 

In the mid-thirties Howard Hughes was one of the most attractive 
young men in the land. He designed his own airplanes , flew them, 
broke aviation speed records. He was young and handsome and rich. 
Even then he was a bit shy of publicity , a bit laconic , but it 
only made him more attractive . He was the kind of character that 
Gary Cooper could play so well. 

And he was brave. He walked away from a number of crashes himself 
- and was embittered by the death of Will Rogers and Wiley Post. 

HUGHES ON FILM: You’ve asked me to say something but at this time 

it’s very difficult for me to think of much in connection with 
flying except the death of Will Rogers and Wiley Post, which is 
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so damn - I don't suppose I can say damn, can I - but I mean it's so 
ghastly and so terrible that it makes me wonder whether all this 
flying is worth the cost, whether there's any reason to get from 
one place to another so quickly. 

SAFER: In 19*+7 Hughes developed a plane practically as big as 

today's 7^7 > an eight-engine troop transport made of plywood and 
nicknamed "The Spruce Goose." With Hughes at the controls, it 
was flown only once - for a distance of one mile and an altitude of 
70 feet. Hughes was called before a Senate Committee and was 
accused of wasting 18 million dollars in government money. It 
turned into a personal vendetta between Senator Brewster of Maine 
and Hughes. It was one of the rare times he showed emotion - and 
just about the last time he showed himself publicly. 

HUGHES ON FILM: When Senator Brewster realized that he was fighting 

a battle against public opinion, a losing battle, he folded up and 
took a run-out powder. Yes, that was the tip-off - when Senator 
Brewster hit the road for the backwoods of Maine, that meant the 
hearing was over - Washington was too hot for him. He couldn't 
take it. 

SAFER: In the mid fifties Hughes was described as a Swinger. He 
spent a lot of time in Las Vegas, flying his own planes by day 
and squiring film stars at night. In 1957 he married actress 
Jean Peters. They are now separated. He liked Vegas. Perhaps 
the sheer glare of it all enabled him to become anonymous. He 
returned in 1966 and took. up residence,, and started to buy every- 
thing in sight. 

His investments went beyond the city. He spent l8 million dollars 
on mining claims covering thousands of acres of Nevada. One expert 
says they could eventually be worth 600 billion dollars. 

But Las Vegas was where his big stake was and Hank Greenspun, 

the crusading publisher of the L as Vepas Sun , second largestproperty 

owner in town, is the man who knows everyone's secrets. 

How much did he pay for all this land, all this scrub land here? 

GREENSPUN: Well, it's hard to tell, because a lot of it was bought 

through other names so they wouldn't know Hughes was buying it. 

But his total investment in land, buildings and property here was 
about two hundred and thirty million dollars. 


SAFER: Do you think that was a good buy? 

GREENSPUN: Well, I think he can double his money right now, not 

on the land as much as on the hotels, the gaming hotels. He paid 
twenty-three million for the Sands. He can get forty- two million 
right now for it. 
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SAFER: How much did he pay for the Frontier? 

GREENSPUN: The Frontier, I think the total was about twenty-four 

million, 

SAFER: Here's the Desert Inn where he lived* 

GREENS PUN : Yes. 

SAFER: How much did he pay for that? 

GREENSPUN: Well, it was six and a quarter million, he assumed 

about seven million in debt, it was about thirteen and a quarter 
million. And he lived right up there on the ninth floor in the 
penthouse. 

SAFER: And now, on the left here is the Silver Slipper. Tell .me 

about the Silver Slipper. 

GREENSPUN: Well, you see that large slipper up there? 

SAFER: Yeah. 

GREENSPUN: That ' s ver^ illuminated at night - the brightest, garish 

light you can imaging^! And it used to bother him up there, so he 
decided he wanted it turned off, but they wouldn't turn it off, 
so he decided he'd buy it. Well, after he bought it, I think he 
paid about five point /three million for it. 

i 

SAFER: A mere bagatelle. 

GREENSPUN: Yeah, then he was told the sign is necessary to bring 

in the patrons. Well, if it was good for business, now he had 
second thoughts about the sign, so the sign remained. 

SAFER: This television station, Hank, which used to belong to you? 

GREENSPUN: That's right, I built the first one in Nevada. 

SAFER: How much did he pay for that? 

GREENSPUN: I think he paid, well, with the debts which he assumed, 

was about four million nine, something along that line. 

SAFER: Why on earth was he interested in a television station? 
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GREENSPUN: Well, he perks mostly in the small hours of the morning, 

you know, after midnight, and he likes to watch television, he 
likes to watch pictures, things of that sort, and we used to go off 
at one o’clock in the morning. And he'd like to see it until about 
five in the morning or a little - a little later if necessary. And 
the calls became so frequent, you know, why don't I run the westerns 
why don't I run aviation pictures, why don't I run WINGS over again, 
and some of Jean Peters' pictures that I finally said, "Why don't 
you buy it?" And I think that's how this thing came about that 
he purhcased the station. Now, they run all night long, twenty- 
four hours a day. And they show all the good movies that he likes. 
Westerns. 


SAFER: You got almost five million dollars for this station. Is 

that a good price? 

GREENSPUN: ' Well, I was very satisfied. I don't know if he can get 
a return on his money, but I was happy. In fact, I sold him a golf 
course also. 

SAFER: Just like that, a golf course. 

GREENSPUN: He gave me a good price, two million six. It wasn't 

making too much money; that's why I sold it so cheap. 

SAFER: We have a man who lived up on the top floor of that hotel 

in that penthouse there - would see no one, was protected by 
security guards, armed guards, by five male secretaries. Why does 
he cut himself off this way? 


GREENSPUN: Well, he was always afraid of being overheard on the 

telephone. He claims many years ago the Japanese stole his secrets 
for their Zero , from a conversation that they overheard him talking. 
So he was super careful. But as far as being a recluse is concerned, 
that was almost necessitated by his health. Because of the many 
crashes he had, he became very vulnerable to respiratory problems 
and could have been fatal to him if he did. And that's why they say 
this germ phobia developed with him. He wouldn't let anybody come 
close to him even, that could possibly breathe on him, you know. 

I've studied this man for four years, being exposed to his 
memorandums and being very close to many of the people who were 
around him continually, you know, upstairs, and I'd have to say he 
had periods of complete brilliance, I mean he was a genius really 
in all Jxis thinking* But there are other times when he would sack 
out and was iust completely unreachable. You couldn't get to him. 
And those periods would last for as much as fifty- two hours at a 
time where he wouldn't even eat or sleep, he just wasn't interested, 
so to speak. And the greatest decisions in history are waiting for 
him and he couldh f t| wouldn't make the decision. And then snap 
out of it and by Goa, he came back and moments and hours, and days 
didn' t mean a thing w him. 
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SAFER: Hank, tell us what life was like up in that top floor of 

the Desert Inn? How did it work out, did Hughes live in one room 
and the secretaries in another? 

GREENSPUN: No, the secretaries lived on the ninth floor, on the 

eighth floor. The whole ninth floor was reserved for Hughes. And, 
he pretty well roamed around the ninth floor. But after a while, 
it got to the point where he would never leave this little apartment 
of his, which was just two bedrooms and a living room in the center 
which doubled as a sort of an office. 


SAFER: Did anybody else come into those rooms? 


GREENSPUN: Well, once in a while if it was very urgent, one of the 

secretaries would come in, but most of the time they would hold 
up signs to him, so and so is on the phone. He just didn’t want to 
get too close to anybody because of this involvement, this 
respiratory involvement. 

SAFER: What kind of medical attention is he getting? 

GREENSPUN: The medical testimony shows - now the sheriTf’s office 

suspected foul play so they called in the local physician who Rast 
attended him up there. And the sheriff T s office got the report, 
you know, because they were suspecting something which was irregular 
and they reported that he was suffering from nutritional anemia. 

Now, here's the world ! s wealthiest man suffering from malnutrition. 
He was - he had three blood transfusions in the past week. His 
hemoglobin count was down to four. If you have any medical 
knowledge, it means that you're not functioning too well, certainly 
nothing is going into the brain where you could make a rational 
decision. 

SAFER: Rational or not he decided to leave Las Vegas. Some people 

are sure he went to a sanitarium in Los Angeles, others are 
convinced he went to the Bahamas to another ninth floor penthouse. 

We tested the theory and were gently, but firmly, thrown out. 

I'm from CBS News, and I’m looking for Howard Hughes. 

GUARD: (Indistinct) 

SAFER: Wherever Hughes may be, the battle for control of the 

Nevada kingdom centers on a curious cast of characters. On the 
right, Chester Davis, for ten years general counsel for the Hughes 
Tool Company. He’s never seen Howard Hughes. And Bill Gay, 
senior vice president. He hasn’t seen Hughes for ten years. They 
claim that Hughes approved the firing of a third senior executive 
Bob Maheu, a former FBI agent and counterspy who had been paid 
half a million dollars a year by Hughes to run the Nevada operation. 
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Hughes also built him this house, said to have cost another half- 
million. Maheu says he was Hughe’s alter ego, Davis and Gay say 
Hughes wanted to get rid of him and they have a letter they say 
proves it. 

The letter says: "Dear Chester and Bill, I do not understand why 

the problem of Maheu is not yet fully settled and why this bad 
publicity seems to continue" and it goes on to say it’s damaging 
his business. And it’s signed Howard R, Hughes. 

Maheu refused to believe Hughes ordered his dismissal. Then 
Governor Paul Laxalt said he got a call from Hughes confirming it. 


SAFER: You're one of the last people who actually spoke to him. 

What did he say to you in December? 

LAXALT: Well, essentially, he told me first of all that he was 

feeling all right. That he had left voluntarily, that he was 
in the Bahamas on vacation. And then he indicated that he wanted 
to personally advise me that he wanted to terminate Bob Maheu, 
and asked me to communicate this to him directly. 

SAFER: There's no doubt at all in your mind that it was indeed 

Howard Hughes you were***. • 

LAXALT: No doubt at all. No doubt at all* I had talked to him 

previously and he’s one of those people, after you’ve talked to 
him you simply don’t forget him. 

SAFER: So you then did what, you transmitted his thoughts to Mr. 

Maheu? 

LAXALT: Yes, this must have been three o’clock in the morning or 

so. And I had the very unpleasant chore of going to Bob's home 
and advising him of the telephone call* 

SAFER: Can. you tell us about that night when Paul Laxalt came 

over Wi th the word? 

MAHED: Well, he didn’t tell me that I had been fired. He confirmed 

what had been told me previously, and I am sure that the former 
Governor feels that he was talking to Mr. Hughes. 

SAFER: And how do you feel? 

MAHSU: I had then my doubts about it and still do. I felt reasons bl 

sure that if Mr. Hughes had been dissatisfied with any of my 
operations that he would have been the first to so inform me as he 


had without hesitancy in the past, which, of course, makes what 
has happened even more incredible to me. He would have not waited 
one moment to pick up the telephone and really lay me out in lavendar 
so to speak, if I had pulled what he considered a big boo-boo. 


SAFER: I asked Bob Maheu if it would be valid for us to assume, 

considering Mr. Hughes 1 condition, that other people are making 
decisions for him. 

MAHEU: I would hate to go that far, except that I certainly have - 

have challenged some of the decisions, thinking that they were not, 
in fact, his true desires. 

SAFER: Do you think that the truth is being kept from him? 

MAHEU: I’m not sure. I’ve seen incidents in the past where certain 

communications by design were not passed over to him. 

SAFER: Just how close were you to the man? How well did you know 

him? 

MAHEU: I felt that I was extremely close, ,/e have had conversations 

from time to time wherein he discussed with me things of utmost 
confidence. He gave me assignments of great magnitude, left to 
me decisions to make in three instances in matters involving in 
excess of 1 50 million dollars. 

SAFER: One of the things that we’ve touched on a number of times 

in this conversation is the fact that somebody is first of all 
after you. Why? To take over the entire Hughes operation, or is 
it a simple vendetta against Bob Maheu? 

MAHEU: Well, the fact that somebody is after me has become quite 

clear to me, especially of recent vintage. However, it’s not 
something with which I was not familiar. As a matter of fact, over 
the years Mr. Hughes himself has on many occasions called to my 
attention certain inputs that he had received from some of his 
executives and in each case he would say to me, ’’Let’s make sure 
that we don’t allow these people to cause any cleavage between you 
and me as individuals.” 


SAFER: Were those executives Davis and Gay? 

MAHEU: Not necessarily. He knew that there was intense jealousies 

because of the relationship that had built up over the years 
between him and me. 

SAFER: Jealousies is putting it mildly when there is two billion 

dollars at stake, and Hughes, it seems, has a knack for playing 
one side off against the other with letters. Hank Greenspun has a 
knack for finding copies of the letters. 


GREEN SPUN : I have a document in my pocket. I don't know if I can 

show you. I have friends in very low places so I can get lots 
of information. I'm not going to read this document to you, but 
this is his own handwriting. 

This was when Mr. Hughes was being pressed by Mr. Maheu to send 
Bill Gay's daughter a wedding gift when she was getting married. 

And he refused. He says, "I have read your message about Bill 
again, and the more I read it, the more angry I get. I certainly 
cannot get very sympathetic about Mary Gay being shook up when 
Bill's total indifference and laxity to my pleas for help in the 
domestic area, voiced urgently to him week by week throughout the 
past seven to eight years, have resulted in a complete, I am afraid, 
irrevocable loss of my wife. I am sorry, but I blame Bill completely 
for this unnecessary debacle.* This is Bill Gay who succeeded to his 
entire empire. 

SAFER: During all the filming in Las Vegas, we had the feeling and 

some evidence that we were being watched. 

GREENSPUN: Morley, you're sitting out here on the Strip of Las 

Vegas. Your car's being under surveillance at every moment. The 
conversation most likely is being bugged by all the sophisticated 
equipment. It's a group that this Chester Davis brought in here 
called Intertel. A lot of ex-FBI agents, ex-Secret Servicemen. 
ex-Revenue agents. 

SAFER: In Nevada, the Hughes empire reached everywhere even into 

the Governor's mansion, during the time Paul Laxalt was Governor. 

Among the reports that are circulating in Las Vegas, and I'm sure 
you hear a great deal, all of them, is that you are being groomed 
to take Maheu 1 s place in that job.’ 

LAXALT: There was speculation to that effect. 


SAFER: Did you talk about that on the telephone when you spoke 

to him in December? 

LAXALT: He indicated to me as he had previously indicated, that he 

wanted me to join his organization. I had advised him that this 
is not within my plan 


SAFE!?: In your law practice, do you have anything at all to do with 

the Hughes organization? 

LAXALT: Oh, yes, our law firm has done some legal work for the 

Hughes organization. I don't know whether they'll continue to do 
so or not. So in that area, of course, as a member of my law firm, 
we may do Hughes' work. 
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SAFER: What was the relationship between you and Maheu during your 

tenure as Governor and since? 

LAXALT: The very best* The very best. And during the time that 

I was Governor we had a good close personal relationship. 

SAFER: Did you have many straightforward dealings with his immediate 

associates other than Bob Maheu? 

LAXALT: Yes, I dealt, of course, with Tom Bell, his general counsel. 

SAFER: Tom Bell is not only Howard Hughes *s general counsel in 
Las Vegas, he is a partner in the Laxalt family law firm. 

Since Davis and Gay would not agree to filmed interviews, the last 
questions go to Bob Maheu. 

Do you walk away from Howard Hughes a rich or potentially rich man? 
MAHEU: No, I do not. 

SAFER: Does Howard Hughes have a will? 

MAHEU: I have no idea* 

SAFER: Who would be the heir to his fortune? 

MAHEU: I have no idea* 

SAFER: Relatives? 


MAHEU: I have no idea. 

SAFER: If Howard Hughes is well enough to watch this broadcast, 

what would you say to him, if he were watching you on television 
right now? 

MAHEU: I would, I guess, have to put forth as my first preference 

that he please call me. 

SAFER: Mr. Hughes, if you are watching , Bob Maheu has moved out 

of that half-million dollar house you lent him at the request of 
dear Chester and Bill. Possibly, because tomorrow he is suing 
you for fifty million dollars. 

WALLACE: Morley, do you know for sure where Howard Hughes is at 

this moment? v 
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SAFER: We know very little for sure about the story, but one senior 

executive of the Hughes Tool Company told us quite flatly that he 
is in the Bahamas, and when we said how come telephone calls to 
and from the Bahamas don't exist, there's no trace of these, he 
said, Aha, all the calls go through a magic secret switchboard 
in Miami* 

WALLACE: You mentioned something about surveillance of you and the 

60 MINUTES crew while you were doing this piece, 

SAFER: Well, for example, we were staying in the Sands Hotel in 

Las Vegas, which is a Hughes-owned hotel. We got a call one day 
from a man who simply identified himself, and said please call me 
back, but don't call me back from the hotel. We went out of the 
hotel to a telephone booth and were followed, quite clearly and 
obviously followed* We went to a second telephone booth, followed 
again, but anyway we made the call. And it was simply an invitation 
to meet with a couple of executives, senior executives of the Hughes 
Tool Company in another city. 

WALLACE: To what end? 

SAFER: To give their side of the story, but the meeting as they 

described it was a meeting that didn't take places It's interesting 
- the people - I asked Bob Maheu if it was - if they were people 
for him, agents of his who were following us. And he said "Really, 
Morley, it wasn't any of my agents. My agents are all too busy 
following the Davis and Gay agents." Mike, if this sounds like 
a cheap B spy movie, it isn't. It's a very expensive B spy movie. 

(ANNOUNCEMENT) 


SAFER: The Howard Hughes drama could take an interesting turn. 

Art Buchwald, the Washington Post columnist, has* a plan. 

BUCHWALD: This is the time when everyone is' suggesting someone 

for President of the United States in 1972. 

I would like to propose the perfect presidential candidate. His 
name - Howard Hughes. Now, before you start laughing at ine I would 
like to tell you why I believe Howard Hughes is the only one to 
run this country. 

Since Howard Hughes owns the State of Nevada, he has a bigger 
financial stake in this country than any other man and he would do 
everything in his power to keep from going down the drain. 

He is the only man in the United States who would never have to go 
up to Congress and ask for money. Any funds he wanted for his 
administration he'd put up himself or borrow from Frank Sinatra. 
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I know many of you out there are thinking, "But we’ve never seen 
Howard Hughes." This, I believe, is a big advantage. Howard Hughes 
is the only personality in America who is not suffering from 
overexposure on television. 

One of the troubles with our country is that they know too much 
about their Presidents. They know everything that is going on 
in the White House from the Blue Hoorn to the bedroom. 

But Hughes would add mystery to the Presidency. He’d be holed up 
on the top floor of the Executive Mansion and nobody would even 
know if he was there or not. 

as far as foreign relations went, Howard Hughes would be a 
tremendous asset* He could meet heads of state on dark street corners 
at three o’clock in the morning. No country would be sure where the 
President was or even if there was a President. It would put the 
fear of God in the Russians and Chinese. One of the reasons our 
Presidents have so much trouble with other countries is that they 
keep saying all the time that they're willing to go anywhere at 
anytime to meet with other world leaders. Since the leaders know 
he's there all the time, they're not in a hurry to meet him. 

But with Howard Hughes it would be different. No one would ever be 
sure if they could see him or not, and they’d soon be pounding on 
the White House door. 

The truth of the matter is that, with modern communications, 
familiarity has bred contempt for Presidents. We could reverse this 
trend by electing a man whom nobody knows, or will ever know during 
his term of office. 

We could bring a mystique back to the highest office in the land 
that we haven't had since Warren Harding was in the White House. 

This broadcast has been paid for by the "Howard Hughes for President" 
Campaign Committee. Don't write us, we’ll write you. 

WALLACE: Most of our mail the past two weeks was about our story 
on Helen Leavitt, the lady who wants to ban all private cars from 
the cities. An official of the New York State Department of 
Transportation wrote us: "Contemporary man craves the freedom, 

convenience and privacy of driving his own car no matter what the 
consequences. . .to stop building highways would be disastrous." 

Another viewer wrote: "Right on I Wow] And whoopee I ... .cars are 

so dumb. I’ve waited a long time to hear somebody say ban them." 

And there was a lady who wrote: "Hooray for Mrs. Helen Leavitt l 

As the wife of a man successful in the automotive business, I lack 
Mrs. Leavitt's guts to sign this letter." 

About our story on the cloistered life of the Carmelite Nuns, a 
mother wrote: "My daughter is a nun. ..my husband who is not a 
Catholic .. .was very impressed with your program and is now content 
that our daughter can find peace and happiness in such a life." 
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A viewer who described himself as "not a hippie and ■ . 
wrote of the Carmelite Nuns: "If you had pho togr aphdd'Vd ’group - 
of hippies in a secluded commune ... the general consensus would be 
that they had copped out.. .when nuns do the same thing, it f s called 
dedication to God." 


And another viewer wrote: "Suppose all the beautiful women were to 

place themselves. .. .in monasteries? There would be no beautiful 
babies in the world." 

Finally, when our guest columnist, Nicholas von Hoffman, included 
The Maine Times in his list of the best of the underground news- 
papers, the publisher of that paper wrote: "It will titillate... 

our readers - the majority of whom are Republicans over the age 
of thirty - to learn they subscribe to an underground newspaper... 
but, Mr. Wallace, my mother will never understand." 

SAFER: I'm Morley Safer. 

WALLACE: I'm Mike Wallace. We'll be back four weeks from tonight - 

that's four weeks from tonight - on March 2nd, with another edition 
of 60 MINUTES.. 


WEDNESDAY, MARCS 20, 1974 


U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington, D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in 
room G-334, Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Present: Senators Ervin, chairman, Talmadge, Montoya, Baker, 
andWeicker. 


Also present : Samuel Dash, chief counsel and staff director ; Terry 
F. Lenzner, assistant chief counsel; Marc Lackritz, and James Moore, 
assistant majority counsels; Fred D. Thompson, minority counsel; 
Robert Silverstein, and Richard Schultz, assistant minority counsels ; 
Carmine Bellino, chief investigator; Scott Armstrong, and Emily 
Sheketoff , investigators ; Richard Rust, office of Senator Inouye. 

Senator Ervin. The committee will come to order. Would you hold 
up your right hand ? Do you swear that the evidence you give to the 
Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities shall 
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God? 


Mr. Rebozo. I do. 


Mr. Lenzner. Thank you, Senator. 

We have been over a variety of these areas with Mr. Rebozo so I 
think we can go ahead right in. I think Mr. Rebozo understands 
that the scope of the inquiry — and for Mr. F rates’ benefit, I should 
cite that it is related, Mr. Frates, I think we have discussed before, 
to sections 2, subsections 11, 12, 13, and 16, of S. Res. 60. 

I do not want to get into a long discussion, at this time, but have 
any documents been brought with you today in compliance with the 
subpena ? 

Mr. Frates. Well, the subpena is not a subpena duces tecum. It did 
not call for any documents. 

Mr. Lenzner. I mean a prior subpena. 

Mr. Frates. We have brought documents. We have brought all 
that we thought were the relevant documents, although I want the 
record to clearly show that we are here under a subpena that is not 
a subpena duces tecum. But we really want to conclude it, and that 
is why we brought the documents that we feel are relevant and ma- 
terial, and hopefully, we will have no problem on that. 

Mr. Dash. Well, just for the record, and there is an outstanding 
letter, the last letter— do you have the letter, Marc ? The outstanding 
letter that Senator Ervin last sent, which I think put together all 
of the outstanding subpenas in the past? 

I know that you are here under a subpena ad testaficundum for 
executive session testimony. There are outstanding subpenas which 
were put together, I think, in a letter from the chairman of the com- 


(9937) 


9938 


mittee asking that it be complied with, and I think the question to 
be put is that in order to get it over with, all we want to get on the 
record is what documents that are contained in that request have 
been brought today. That is all. 

Mr. Frates. Well, gentlemen, we are here. We were subpenaed here 
to appear before this hearing by subpena. It required no documents. 
We have brought all the documents we thought were relevant mate- 
rial and we are certainly going to try to cooperate. 

And I think if we proceed on, as Senator Baker said, with the 
interrogation, and then see what happens about the documents. We 
are here trying to conclude this matter, Senator, so I would rather 
not get into an argument before we start so we might avoid any 
argument down the line, but I think the record, Sam, I don’t quite 
understand you — I think the record, technically is, we are here under 
the subpena requiring our presence here. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Chairman, may I just say this? 

Senator Ervin. What I would suggest, it seems to me that the best 
way to proceed is to ask oral testimony, and then after you get 
through with the oral testimony, then call for any records you think 
are relevant to the oral testimony, because we can bog down in a 
discussion of documents. 

Mr. Dash. Well, I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I didn’t want 
to do that right now and I didn’t want us to bog down. I just wanted 
to open on the record that on March 12, 1974, a letter was sent by 
you to Mr. Bruce Harper, in Mr. Frates’ firm, which finally put 
together all of the matters that were outstanding as far as subpenas, 
and asked for their compliance. 

Senator Ervin. I think all of the past subpenas that have been 
issued are still effective, but I think it would be better to go ahead with 
the oral testimony because certainly Mr. Frates is entitled to raise — 
if he thinks he’s been called for a record that is not relevant to the 
matters that the committee is authorized to investigate — he certainly 
has a right to raise that point. 

And 1 think that we had better get the oral testimony down before 
we go to the documents. The documents will keep, and better sought 
now is the oral testimony. 

Mr. Dash. Well this is the procedure we intended to follow. 

Senator Baker. Well, if I might interrupt, Mr. Frates, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I have to leave. Let me say, quickly, I entirely agree 
with the chairman. I think we are, in effect, borrowing trouble. Let’s 
get into the testimony and see what we find out and if we have 
difficulties, the committee can rule on them. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think the record should reflect that Senator 
Weicker joined the group. 

Mr. Eebozo, could you give us your address for the record, please ? 

TESTIMONY OP CHARLES GREGORY REBOZO; ACCOMPANIED BY 
WILLIAM S. FRATES AND ALAN G. GREER, COUNSEL 

Mr. Rebozo. 490 Bay Lane, Key Biscayne, Fla. 

Mr. Lenzner. And tell us what duties or responsibilities you had 
during the 1968 campaign — the Presidential campaign? 


Mr. Frates. 1968 ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frates. Well, I don’t want to start again on the technical ob- 
jections, but that is beyond the resolution. And if we are going to 
have some ground rules — and Senator Weicker and Senator Ervin, 
I am not here to technically involve ourselves in this thing, but why 
that has anything to do with the resolution 60 I do not see. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, as I understand it — — 

Mr. Frates. And if that’s the way we’re starting, then it seems to 
me we’re starting on the left foot. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, as I understand it, I am trying to get into the 
conversations that Mr. Rebozo has already told us about with Mr. 
Danner and I’m trying to lay the groundwork to determine whether 
Mr. Rebozo, prior to his conversations with Mr. Danner with regard 
to the Hughes contribution, had any official duties with the campaign 
and inquiries in the past, as Senator Ervin and Senator Weicker have 
gone into, the past histories of campaigns and I would cite as a prece- 
dent, one executive session of Mr. Cartha DeLoach, D-e-L-o-a-c-h, 
conducted by Senator Baker, which went into the 1964 Presidential 
election and the FBI survey done during the 1964 election, and I 
think this ties in more closely 

Senator Ervin. Well, unless you can tie it to the 1972 election 

Mr. Dash. Would you repeat the question, Terry? 

Mr. Lenzner. The question was : “What duties did Mr. Rebozo have, 
if any, for the 1968 Presidential campaign?” I think it’s easier to 
answer the question than it is to argue it. 

Mr. Frates. ,No, it isn’t, because it’s an improper question. I don’t 
think it’s a proper way to start this and I think the chairman has 
already ruled. It’s a broad question, completely outside the scope of 
the resolution — and I don’t want to object to your questions. 

We are here to let you interrogate as broadly as we can to conclude 
this matter, but the first question is what were your duties in the 
1968 Presidential campaign, and we object to it, sir. 

Senator Ervin. Unless that can be tied to the campaign in some 
way, I would have to rule that we are not authorized to investi- 
gate it under the resolution. Now can you tie it in some way to 1972 ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, let me go ahead, Senator, and ask some other 
questions. 

Mr. Rebozo, when did you first have discussions with regard to 
obtaining a contribution from the Hughes Tool Co. or Howard 
Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. The first time was during the campaign of 1968. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you remember, approximately, when that 
conversation took place? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it had to be somewhere in the summer. 

Mr. Lenzner. The summer of 1968 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The summer of 1968. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall where that conversation took place? 

Mr. Rebozo. The arrangement was made for me to meet with Dan- 
ner and an attorney who represented Hughes. I had been under the 
impression that the conversation was held in Washington, but I think 


it must have been held in New York because I was not going to 
Washington much at the time. 

Mr. Lenzner. This is with Mr. Danner and the Hughes attorney ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Prior to that discussion, did you have discussions 
with Mr. Danner with regard to the possibility of getting a contri- 
bution for the 1968 campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, of course. He brought it up one time and wanted 
me to meet this man. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall where he brought it up, or where you 
were? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably on the phone, but I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall if anybody else was present? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall how long before you met with Mr. 
Morgan and Mr. Danner that Mr. Danner brought the contribution 
up to you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it could have been a matter of a few weeks, a 
couple of weeks, 3 weeks. If it was in New York, it would have been 
because I occasionally went to New York to visit the now-first 
family. They were living there and I would occasionally go up, so 
that is why I think probably I did meet them in New York. But I 
really can’t be sure. I read somewhere that we met in a restaurant. I 
don’t even recall whether we did that or not. I remember meeting in 
the hotel. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, when the discussion first arose, did you bring 
it up with Mr. Danner, or did Mr. Danner bring it up with you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, Danner brought it up with me. I had no rea- 
son to bring it up with Danner. He was a practicing lawyer in Wash- 
ington and was not even connected with Hughes. 

Mr. Lenzner. So nobody had discussed the contribution from 
Hughes, prior to Mr. Danner raising it with you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now did you ever have a discussion with President 
Nixon — or then-candidate Nixon — with regard to the Hughes contri- 
bution during this same period of 1968 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. You never met with Presidential candidate Nixon 
and Mr. Danner and discussed the possibility of obtaining a contri- 
bution from Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. Never. 

Mr. Frates. Terry, excuse me. You say “Hughes,” and then you 
say “Hughes Tool Co.” 

Mr. Lenzner. I say Howard Hughes or the Hughes Tool Co. It’s 
not clear exactly who is dealing with whom. 

Mr. Frates. Well you’ve been changing the terms here and I want 
to make sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I should say, and I mean to say, either 
Howard Hughes or the Hughes Tool Co., or somebody representing 
Howard Hughes or the Hughes Tool Co., when I say that. I would 
like to be that specific. 
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Mr. Frates. Well so long as you are communicating and the witness 
understands. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you understand, Mr. Eebozo, that Mr. Danner has 
testified before this committee that Mr. Nixon and you discussed 
with him the question of a contribution from Hughes, or the Hughes 
Tool Co. during the 1968 period? 

Mr. Eebozo. I think I saw something about that in the paper, but 
that doesn’t conform with my recollection of any discussions we had. 
The President just doesn’t discuss those things. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying you never had a discussion with 
the President in 1968, or after 1968, with regard to specific contri- 
butions for his campaigns? 

Mr. Eebozo. After 1968, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. But not before ? December 1968 ? 

Mr. Eebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. I want to make sure it’s clear on the record, then. 
You are saying now that prior to December 1968 

Mr. Eebozo. Now let me make a point here. We are talking about 
something 6 years ago and I just — I may be depending on logic, and 
I may be depending to some degree on my knowledge of the Presi- 
dent’s MO, I don’t know. But I don’t believe that we ever had any 
conversation — and the reason I want to qualify it is because if there 
was some passing comment that escaped, but when you speak of 
sitting down and just going over campaign contributions, no; that 
would never have happened. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying no, it never could have happened 
prior to December 1968? Or ever? It could never have happened? 

Mr. Eebozo. Well, as I have previously testified, I did discuss with 
the President, after the election 

Mr. Lenzner. The Hughes contribution? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was in 1973. Aside from 1973, let’s say before 
his election in 1972, in November of 1972, did you have any discus- 
sions with President Nixon, prior to November 1972, with regard to 
specific contributions, or specific possible contributors to his cam- 
paigns? 

Mr. Frates. Mr. Chairman, I’m not going to object, but I think 
we are going far afield. It seems to me we ought to get to the issue 
and then if it relates — obviously, I think under the rules, if it relates, 
he can come back to it; but it looks like we’re going to spend an hour 
or two on 1968. 

Senator Ervin. Well, we have information— or rather we’ve taken 
evidence — which indicates that this thing was sort of a continuous 
process as far as the Hughes thing was concerned. 

Mr. Frates. I think it was. We can say that; yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. And the actuality was that these had — the Hughes 
contribution was supposed to have a relation to the 1972 campaign. 
However, I think that Mr. Eebozo has answered that question several 
times. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. As I understood Mr. Eebozo to say, in effect, that 
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he never had any conversation with the President about a campaign 
contribution. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Before the 1972 election? 

Mr. Lenzner. Before November 1972. 

Senator Ervin. Or after? 

Mr. Rebozo. After the 1972 election, I have testified that I, of 
course 

. Mr. Lenzner. Well, that’s correct. After the November 1972 elec- 
tions you did have a conversation, we’re going to get to that, but — 
Senator, you wanted to say something? 

Senator Weicker. My interpretation of what Mr. Rebozo has 
testified to is the same, I believe, as the chairman’s which aside from 
the specific situation which arose in 1972, or 1973, whenever it was, 
as I understand Mr. Rebozo he said that he didn’t discuss such mat- 
ters, in other words, with the President. 

I gather that to be rather broad. Except as an incidental comment 
might come up, you did not discuss campaign contributions with 
candidate Nixon, or President Nixon, except as it relates to the spe- 
cific matter that comes up in 1972? Is that correct? Am I correct in 
that interpretation? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Is that what the chairman gathered? 

Senator Ervin. That’s what I understood. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, let me — so the record is clear, let me ask this 
question. Did the President ever ask you, before November 1972, to 
contact any particular contributor or discuss with you a specific polit- 
ical contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, never. You know I could qualify this, but it 
would take another 15 minutes. 

Mr. Frates. Well don’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. The answer is no? 

Mr. Rebozo. The answer is no, emphatically. 

Mr. Lenzner. OK. Now going back to your initial conversations 
with Mr. Danner, did Mr. Danner tell you what he would do — what 
was your reaction to Mr. Danner? Let me ask that first. When he 
first brought this Hughes contribution to your attention? 

Mr. Frates. Well now just a minute. Which one are we taking 
about? Terry, you’ve asked three questions — so the record is clear. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well I think I only asked one and a half. 

Mr. Frates. Well I heard three, I’m sorry. What question are you 
asking him now, please? 

Mr. Lenzner. What was your response when Mr. Danner first talked 
to you about the Hughes contribution in 1968 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I said, I went up there and met with him and with 
Morgan, and the atmosphere just didn’t seem appropriate to accept 
the contribution. 

Not that I thought there was anything morally wrong, or legally 
wrong; it was just that I had been a friend of the First Family for 
over 20 years and I recall, vividly, the incident of the 1958 loan to 
the President’s brother, and the fact that Drew Pearson had made a 
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lot of that in the 1960 campaign, and then in the Governor’s cam- 
paign in 1962. It was rehashed over and over again. 

The fact that Ed Morgan represented Drew Pearson and the fact 
that I just did not want to be responsible, in any way, for anything 
that might create embarrassment. I declined. 

Morgan, I presume, had the money with him — I don’t know — but 
he wanted to hand the money to the President, himself, and I told 
him that the President would never accept it. I know he has never, 
ever, to my knowledge, ever accepted anything of any kind, for any- 
thing. He just does not handle money, and this is part of the things 
I referred to when I tried to describe him. 

I could recognize that if I were living here and reading the Post 
and the Times every day, and Newsweek and Time, I would 
not believe what I am saying right now — but I have never known 
a person who cared less about money than he. And everything was 
done through appropriate channels. 

So I declined on the basis that the Morgan situation, and on the 
basis — and while Danner was a friend of mine, I didn’t know what 
his position in this whole picture was because he was a practicing 
lawyer in Washington and he was not working for Hughes at the 
time and I think I probably should, to set the foundation — and I 
swore I wasn’t going to talk much and answer questions — but I think 
that, frankly, I’ve always admired Howard Hughes and still do 
and I don’t think that — I admire him because he’s a person who did 
inherit some money, but then went ahead and did a lot on his own, 
without living off of it or becoming a bum. 

Danner, while I have seen him described in the press as a “Hughes 
henchman,” it’s a very unfair description of Danner who is a very 
responsible citizen in Miami. He was agent in charge of the FBI 
during the war. He’s sort of a local hero. He figured prominently 
in the most famous kidnaping down there and the most famous 
vice case that they had. Then he managed Smathers’ campaigns in 
1946 and 1948, and became city manager for 3 years. So if you speak 
of Dick Danner in the Miami area, you don’t hear anything deroga- 
tory about him — so I want to dispell that thought. 

But I just had a feeling, after agonizing with the loan to Don 
Nixon, how it had been repeated year in and year out over the years, 
and that true story has never been told — for example, it’s my under- 
standing — — 

Senator Ervin. I believe you’re going a little far afield now. 

Mr. Rebozo. All right, I’ll limit my answers to yes or no, but this 
is the background. 

Mr. Frates. Well, Mr. Chairman, while we have a break here, 
I’m glad you stopped him. I don’t know about the air-conditioning, 
but I see our interrogator here is puffing away at that pipe, and it’s 
getting down here, and I’m wondering, at the end of the day— now 
there’s no reflection on North Carolina tobacco, Senator, but I’m just 
wondering 

Mr. Dash. It’s an appropriate request. 

Mr. Frates. Just take a bottle or a blanket. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, was any specific amount discussed with 
you and Mr. Danner, or Mr. Morgan? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Yes, he said $50,000. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he indicate it was going to be in cash, or 
a check, or some other means? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know if he indicated how it was going to be. 
I guess I had the impression it would be in cash. 

Mr. Lenzner. He didn’t specifically say that, though? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. And Mr. Morgan indicated whatever it was, he 
wanted to give it directly to the candidate ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I think you also indicated, at some point in 
our prior interviews, that you first agreed to accept it and then 
changed your mind. Is that correct, or not correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I never agreed to accept it first. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you never indicated that you would accept the 
money on behalf of the campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, I don’t believe I ever did, because I declined 
it immediately when he said that he wanted to give it to him directly. 
I knew the President would not accept it. Then subsequently, when 
they wanted to give it through me, I still declined for the reasons 
I have mentioned. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you have any other contact with fundraising 
efforts during the 1968 campaign, besides this one? 

Mr. Rebozo. The 1968 campaign? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. I don’t think we are authorized to investigate the 
1968 campaign. 

Mr. Frates. No, sir, again I didn’t want to object, but 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you ever advise Mr. Danner or Mr. Morgan 
that they ought to discuss this matter with the finance committee or 
the finance people, rather than you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Senator, can I ask this question? Were there 
other occasions when you talked with contributors during the 1968 
campaign, with regard to contributions ? 

Mr. Frates. Senator, this has nothing to do with the issue. 

Senator Ervin. Frankly, we’re not authorized to investigate the 
1968 campaign. Now the conversations he had about the 1968 cam- 
paign, I don’t see where thev are relevant, unless they bore some fruit 
in 1972, frankly. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I’m trying to determine, Senator, whether 
this was an aberration in his discussions, or whether this was in the 
regular course of his duties during the campaign, and that is rele- 
vant. 

Senator Ervin. Well it’s not relevant. He might have managed the 
campaign in 1968, but that would be none of our business unless he 
saved some funds from that campaign and used them in 1972 or had 
them in 1972. 

I drew this resolution very specifically and confined it to the 1972 
campaign, and the campaigns related to it — that is, the preceding 
campaigns for the nomination because I realized that we would never 
get through with an investigation. 
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Now it’s true that on one or two occasions that people went off on 
a tangent, as Fred did one time- — he got over in Vietnam, back there 
in the Diem days with Mr. Hunt. 

I suggested that he was going outside the scope of the resolution, 
and we would have been investigating every campaign since George 
Washington ran for President if we hadn’t restricted this thing. So, 
unless you can relate what happened in 1968 to 1972, I don’t think 
we’ve got authority under the resolution to go into it. 

Mr. Dash. Well, I guess, Mr, Chairman, the question Mr. Lenzner 
was putting was not to go into the 1968 campaign — in fact, not to 
ask an additional question on 1968, but to look to the response of 
Mr. Rebozo on the question of method of operations, whether or not 
his answer is consistent. 

Senator Ervin. Well, why not go down to the method of operation 
with relation to the 1972 campaign ? 

Senator Weicker. I think the chairman is absolutely correct be- 
cause if you will recall there was an attempt during the hearings 
to do this Very same thing, as far as campaign tactics were concerned, 
relative, I think, to Haldeman and then Ehrlichman, relative to 
earlier California campaigns, and we ruled no. 

Mr, Dash. The only time we ruled otherwise was with Mr. Dean 
and his being fired at an earlier period of time. I know that was 
consistent* 

Senator Weicker. But if it’s 1968 funds, that is a different thing. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, we do have some evidence — why don’t we put 
that on the record and see if that makes any difference. 

Mr. Frates. Well, it seems to me— and the chairman has overruled 
your interrogation— it just seems to me we’re starting off on the 
wrong foot. I’ve often wondered why 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Senator Weicker has made a good suggestion, 
Mr. Frates. and I’d like to pursue it. Let me ask this question, Mr. 
Rebozo 

Mr. Frates. Well, excuse me just a minute. You have asked a 
series of questions. The chairman has ruled them out of order. I 
can’t think of one more out of order than the one you just asked. 

Mr. Dash, Well, the chairman just said if you can link the 1968 
to the 1972, he’s now trying to do that. 

Mr. Frates. Well, he’s talking about funds, but it seems to me we 
all know why we are here — to interrogate on a $100,000 contribution. 
It just seems to me he hasn’t had any interrogation — we ought to 
go to the issue and then come back and develop from that, other- 
wise we’ll be here a week — and we are prepared to stay a week — but 
your whole line of questioning has been off the issue, in my opinion. 

I am sure we are not going to object in anything that is related to 
it. I think you can be entitled to interrogate him about it. 

Mr. Dash. Well Mr. Chairman, I think — let the next question be 
asked. If it’s out of order, rule it, and then 

Senator Ervin. OK. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, did you retain any 1968 campaign funds 
in your possession after the election in 1968 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. You’re talking about funds that belonged to the cam- 
paign ? 
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Mr. Lenzner. Funds that either belonged to the campaign or 
were received from a campaign committee. 

Mr. Frates. The question is campaign funds in 1968? 

Mr. Lenzner. I am asking of funds received from a campaign 
committee or of campaign funds 

Mr. Greer. One question at a time. 

Mr. Frates. Well, ask the question. 

Mr. Lenzner. I thought I did. 

Mr. Frates. You asked two questions. 

Senator Ervin. Let Mr. Lenzner put the question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you retain or control, after the election in 1968, 
any funds received from a campaign committee? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I know what you’re getting at and the answer 
can maybe save some time. There was — the funds that we controlled 
were for the — I forget what it was called now, but it was the com- 
mittee for the 1968 campaign — and during that time, we deposited 
everything to the account. 

We sent the appropriate records to the headquarters and paid 
the bills. We had the headquarters office down there where we paid 
the rent and the water and the Xeroxing and the stamps and so forth, 
and I think three paid employees, they were paid out of that account. 

Additionally, we had the convention down there. We had a number 
of other activities going on, and very often I would personally pick 
up bills, for one thing or another. 

When the campaign ended, they owed me $6,000, in round figures, 
and I sent back everything, down to the $6,000. I went to draw a 
$6,000 check to me and I figured well, hell, it’s just going to look, at 
some future date, somebody’s looking at this and wondering what 
I did, so I really just forgot that it was there. I left it there intend- 
ing to get it out and I finally got it, subsequently. Now that’s prob- 
ably what you’re talking about? 

Mr. Lenzner. So you’re saying that this $6,000 was put into the 
trust account of Mr. Wakefield? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you are saying that those were funds 

Mr. Rebozo. Those were funds that belonged to me. 

Mr. Lenzner. That you were reimbursed for expenses you had 
incurred ? 

Mr. Rebozo. What happened to it though, after we had done that, 
I had earlier told them that I had this account if they needed some 
extra money, we probably have some there that I could send them, 
and after this was done, Kalmbach had asked me for a couple of 
contributions — I don’t recall the amounts and I just sent him checks 
for that which really brought it down to $4, 500- and -something, and 
I just paid it and let it go at that. 

Mr. Lenzner. You say you told somebody about the money in the 
account? I didn’t quite get that, Mr. Rebozo. 

Mr. Rebozo. I had reported that we had this account there and I 
reported regularly the income and expense items so the contributors 
could be properly thanked by the finance office in New York. And 
they had all the records of that. 


, Mr. Lenzner. But I thought you said you advised somebody that 
you had a remaining $6,000 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no; during the time that I had this money, I had 
advised them that I had this account and if they needed some addi- 
tional help, I thought that we would probably wind up with more 
money than we did, but I advised them and then I got called upon 
after I had already disbursed everything but the $6,000, so I just 
went ahead and sent them that. 

Mr, Lenzner. What I’m trying to find out is who did you advise 
that you have that $6,000 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was Kalmbach, who was Stan’s assistant 
at the time. I believe 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he have some continuing responsibility after the 
election, to your knowledge ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t follow you. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, you said that you sent him some money and 
that he had a continuing fund raising responsibility. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I don’t know about that. I’m sure your continuing 
. expenses— I know the good Senators, here, after the campaign is 
over, there are bills that are unpaid. 

Senator Ervin. I never had an unpaid bill, yet. Every time I have 
run, I have refunded money to my contributors. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t mean that, I mean the bills coming in. 

Mr. Frates. You’re a minority group, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. I think myself and George Aiken are the only two 
in that class. 

Mr. Rebozo. That must shock a few constituents to get a check? 

Senator Ervin. Yeah, well I gave them a 20-percent dividend last 
time, unspent. 

Mr. Frates. You sound like a good investment. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall — let me ask you this. Did you have 
discussions with Mr. Kalmbach with regard to those funds — what 
you should do with them? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t follow you. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well you said at one point you sent some money 
out to Mr. Kalmbach. What I’m trying to get at, how did you arrive 
at that arrangement? 

Mr. Rebozo. He just asked me for it. He told me he needed a 
couple of checks and I sent them to him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he ask you orally, or in writing? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was orally. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he indicate the purpose for which the funds 
were to be used? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, I didn’t ask. I wasn’t concerned with the 
purpose. He was just a little late in asking me and I thought every- 
thing was paid. But it had been some time earlier when I suggested 
to him that perhaps we could be helpful. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you did not know when you sent the money to 
him what he was going to do with the funds ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, no. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you recall, was the $6,000 received from the 
Florida committee for Nixon ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. That is the account’s title, I think. 

Mr. Lenzner Why did you set up an account in the name of 
Wakefield? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, actually, I wanted to — I wanted to get my $6,000 
back, but I didn’t know how to do it, frankly, because I just 
thought 

Mr. Frates. Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bellino is hollering “Oh 
Jesus” down here, and I resent that and I ask that you caution him 
and these other investigators to at least conduct themselves in a 
proper maimer. 

Senator Ervin. I didn’t hear him, but I would suggest that every- 
body keep quiet. 

Mr. Dash. I heard him. Mr. Frates is correct and I would join 
with Mr. Frates’ request that no staff react to any question. 

Senator Ervin. I think that conversation and explanation should 
be restricted to the cross-examiner and the counsel and the members 
of the committee when they have to rule on something. 

Mr. Frates. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, what was the question — why did you put the 
account in the name of Mr. Wakefield? The $6,000 account? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well I suppose it just seemed like the best way to get 
my funds back without drawing them to attention. There was nothing 
wrong with it, it’s just that you have to worry about how something 
might look in years later and Wakefield handles a lot of business for 
me, closings and whatnot, so that was the reason. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall when you first talked to Mr. Kalmbach 
with regard to sending those funds out to him ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it probably was immediately before I sent them. 
He probably called up and said he needed a check and I sent it. 

Mr. Lenzner. This would have been in 1969 would it not? 

Mr. Rebozo. Whatever it was. I don’t know what the date was. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you were not aware at that time, or any later 
time, that Mr. Kalmbach actually put those funds in an account to 
pay for Mr. Tony Ulasewicz’s activities ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I read about that somewhere. This might save 
you a later question, but I never heard of Mr. Ulasewicz. I never 
saw him and never knew he existed until I saw him on television and 
read about it in the paper. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you were never aware, then, of any efforts on 
behalf of the White House or Mr. Kalmbach to set up a separate 
entity to conduct these kinds of investigations ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was none of my affair. I was not involved in the 
mechanics of the White House operation. 

Mr. Lenzner. I take it the answer is “no,” you were not aware of 
the efforts to set up a separate entity? 

Mr. Rebozo. That is correct, the answer is “no.” 

Mr. Frates. Now Mr. Bellino, you say the Senators don’t know 
what the facts are? Now, again, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know whether 
he’s saying that just so you can hear it or what his motivation is 

Senator Ervin. What I think — Mr. Bellino has a right to assist 
counsel, but I would suggest that he does so in as near an inaudible 
fashion as possible. 
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Mr. Dash. Well if you can read it that would be better. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Mr. Bellino was merely suggesting 

Mr. Dash. Well, excuse me for interrupting. If you could write 

Mr. Bellino. I’m trying to write, when I can. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Bellino was merely suggesting that I have an 
exhibit marked as an exhibit to show to Mr. Rebozo. I would like to 
have that done. Could we have that check marked? 

Mr. Frates. Well we certainly have no objection. That’s an orderly 
way to do it and we have no objection to that. 

Mr. Greer. It hasn’t been marked. 

Mr. Lenzner. Why don’t we mark it so we can refer to it? 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 1 for identification.*] 

Senator Ervin. Let me see, that looks like April 15, 1969 ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Why don’t you go ahead and look at it, Mr. Frates, 
and Mr. Rebozo. Take your time. 

Mr. Frates No, go ahead and interrogate him. Are you going to 
ask him some questions about it? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes sir. Can you identify that as a check that you 
signed setting up the trust account which has been previously 
described? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you were the signator for the committee from 
which those funds were drawn? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes, we kept the books on it. We paid all of the 
bills for the Cubans for Nixon and all the work that they did. We 
kept the books on it. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, you simply could have drawn your- 
self a check, payable to cash, if you wanted to, but instead you set 
it up as this Wakefield account? 

Mr. Rebozo. I could have. I could have. But, again, you know, I 
really didn’t know what to do and later I frankly just forgot that 
it was even in there. 

Mr. Lenzner! You forgot that the account existed? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. When did you recall, after this transaction, after 
you sent the money to Mr. Kalmbach, when did you recall that you 
had money remaining in that account? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was quite some time later. I think my bookkeeper 
called it to my attention. 

Mr. Lenzner. That would be Miss Moncourt? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall approximately when that was? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, but it was some time later. We have, I guess, a 
dozen accounts and everything that I’m involved in we have a 
separate account, just to simplify bookkeeping, and to have your 
receipts and so on. 

Mr. Lenzner. And what happened after Miss Moncourt reminded 
you that the fund existed? Did you do anything with those funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. X spent it. 


♦See p. 10155. 
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Mr. Lenzner. When was that, sir ? 

Mr. Frates. Your Honor, we have an objection. I know we’ve 
gone far afield in this matter. We have objected to these documents, 
as the Senators know, and you’ve not ruled on it. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I frankly don’t see the connection between 
this and the 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Dash. I think we can explain that, Senator, that we can. 

Senator Ervin. Ask him a direct question on — even a leading 
question that sets out how this related to the 1972 campaign. But I 
can’t see the relationship. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Senator, he already testified he sent Mr. 
Kalmbach $1,000 which ended up 

Senator Ervin. He never said when he did it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, we’ll take care of that. 

Senator Ervin. Well, let me understand. I understand your testi- 
mony that this was money that was left over, that you had some 
connection with the management of the campaign in 1968 in the 
Key Biscayne area — in the Florida area, and these were funds that 
you had spent — $6,000, approximately $6,000 of your own money. 
And this $6,000 that you had deposited in the account of Mr. Wake- 
field was to reimburse you for those expenditures. And, thereafter, 
at sometime Mr. Kalmbach contacted you and asked you for some 
financial help of some kind for political purposes and that you sent 
him approximately— or others — approximately $1,500, leaving $4,500 
under your control or Mr. Wakefield’s control ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir ; that is correct. 

Senator Ervin. When was it that Mr. Kalmbach asked you for 
that money? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. It apparently was sometime after I 
had mentioned to him that I had some funds available and he didn’t 
know and I didn’t bother. 

Senator Ervin. Can you give the year? 

Mr. Rebozo. I am sorry. I really couldn’t. 

Mr. Greer. Well, Mr. Lenzner has the check. 

Mr Lenzner. Could we make this exhibit 2 ? 

Senator Ervin. Well. I want to get directly to these things. 

Mr. Frates. Well, Senator, our objection is he has testified that 
these are his funds ; that he did give the difference between the $4,500 
and the $6,000 to Mr. Kalmbach. I think if that was related to the 
1972 campaign, he has testified to that and so we have not objected. 
Now he’s asking, what did you do with the other money? Now that 
goes into personal. 

Senator Ervin. Put that down as exhibit 2. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 2 for identification.*] 

Mr. Frates. Personal funds? What he did with his personal 
monev? We’re taking the position that you’re going far, far afield 
on that. And, again, I call the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
we have raised the entire situation here and the full committee has 
not ruled on it, and what I would like to do is get off of this and 
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back on to fundamental issues without making an issue on this at 
this time. 

Senator Ervin. Well, that gives a date on which he gave $1,000 to 
Mr. Kalmbach. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was July 1969. 

Senator Ervin. July 1969. And I still don’t see where 

.Mr. Dash. Well, the record shows the testimony already that Mr. 
Kalmbach used that money for the payment of Mr. Ulasewicz on 
behalf of the 1972 campaign. That is on our record, Mr. Chairman, 
so, that transfer money did get into the 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Frates. The $1,000? 

Senator Ervin. Well, Mr. Rebozo says you can ask him if he 
knows anything about the transaction between he and Mr. Kalmbach. 

Mr. Thompson. Well, Mr. Chairman, would it not be accurate to 
say that if he gave money to Kalmbach which was used in the 1972 
campaign, the fact he gave that money and what Kalmbach did, is 
relevant, but all of the background and what he did with the other 
money and all of that would not be relevant. Would that not be 
accurate ? 

Senator Ervin. I would think so. 

Mr. Frates. Very well put. 

Senator Ervin. I would suggest to counsel that if counsel thinks 
it’s relevent to 1972, what he did with the rest of the money, to ask 
him a leading question. 

Mr. Lenzner. I was about to do that, Senator. Were any of the re- 
maining funds spent in any way related to the 1972 Presidential 
election ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was it spent 

Mr. Frates. Well, now 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me finish the question. 

Mr. Frates. Well, I think that’s a fine question — that’s the end of 
it, I hope. 

Mr. Dash. There may be another question. 

Mr. Frates. Well, Mr. Lenzner ? 

Mr. Dash. I think Mr. Frates should object correctly, but I don’t 
think he should instruct our counsel how to ask questions. 

Mr. Frates. I think somebody, in fairness now, I’m very fond of 
Terry, but I think Terry has a tendency to wander all around and 
ask the same question three or four times and I think we do have a 
problem here. We have two Senators sitting here 

Senator Ervin. I think the last question was the most direct 
question. 

Mr. Frates. That’s fine. I have no objection and he answered it 
and he answered “No.” 

Mr. Lenzner. I asked one direct question anyway, but let me just 
go on and ask you, did you spend those funds that were left over on 
behalf of any employee of the White House or the campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he frequently has funds of mine for various 
things and he keeps them and I don’t think he’s ever given me a 
refund when he needed more money. 

Mr. Dash. Well, who is “he”? 
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Mr. Rebozo. My attorney, my attorney. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Wakefield, you’re referring to now? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware when you talked to Mr. Kalmbach, 
prior to sending that money out, that Mr. Kalmbach was raising 
funds for the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. I knew that he was making contacts — well, I don’t 
know, this was in 1969. No, I don’t believe I knew it then. I believe that 
maybe a year or so later — I know I am under oath and I don’t 
want to conjecture, but I can only say, to the best of my recollection, 
I did not know what his part would be. You know, he was assistant 
to Stans, in 1968. That is where I first knew him and I did not know 
at that time who was going to be in charge, but I knew somewhere 
along the line that he was 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask this question, then, if I might? If 
you did not understand that the funds were to be used relative to 
the employment of Mr. Ulasewicz, and if you did not understand 
that the funds would 'be used in the campaign effort of 1972, what 
did you understand that the funds were to be used for? 

Mr. Rerozo. Well, as I said, very often there are bills that come 
out very late for the campaign and I recall in about 1962, the 
President got a bill for $12,000 from the 1960 campaign and paid 
it out of his pocket because somebody had failed to pay for some 
advertising, 2 years later. I just assumed that 

Senator Weicker. So you assumed that this was money to be used 
for the paying of bills from the 1968 campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The 1968 campaign, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of Mr. Kalmbach 
telling you in 1969 that he was, in fact, at that time, raising con- 
tributions for the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. He told me at sometime but I can’t tell you what 
year it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. You don’t place it around the same time? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t see .much of Kalmbach until 1969 when the 
President bought the home in San Clemente and I made occasional 
trips out there and ran into him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, after the 1968 election, did you again 
have a conversation with Mr. Danner with regard to the Hughes 
contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Lenzner. And approximately when did those begin again? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, Mr. Danner used to come to Miami occasionally. 
His mother lives down in Florida and I could not tell you just when, 
but I think it was sort of continual, you know, periodically, he would 
bring it up again. 

Mr. Lenzner. And was it he that always raised it with you ? And 
not you that raised it with him? 

Mr. Rebozo. I am sure that was the case. 

Mr. Lenzner. You never were the person who initiated the con- 
versation with Mr. Danner with regard to the contributions? 

Mr. Rebozo. I possibly could have. 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator Montoya has entered the room, for the rec- 


ord. I don’t know if the stenographer got the last question and 
answer, Mr. Rebozo. 

Did you, at any time after the 1968 election, initiate discussions 
with Mr. Danner with regard to him obtaining a contribution for— 
from the Hughes people ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not that I can recall. It is my recollection that he 
always initiated it because they were still trying to get me to accept 
that money. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of ever making the 
statement that you couldn’t remember whether you, in fact, were the 
one that approached Danner or Danner approached you? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe I would have made that statement, but 
there was no reason for me to approach Danner. He wasn’t even 
working for Hughes. He was an attorney practicing law in Wash- 
ington and an old friend. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, didn’t he discuss with you, in January and 
February of 1969, whether he should in fact go to work for the 
Hughes Tool Co ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, ‘yes. He mentioned it one time that he was offered 
this position. . 

Mr. Lenzner. So you knew at that time that he was considering 
it. Did you learn after that, that he had in fact become employed 
by them? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you are saying that despite that, you don’t 
recall ever making the statement that you couldn’t recall whether 
it was he who initiated discussions on the contribution or you. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, it just didn’t seem relevant, and it doesn’t to 
me now, who initiated it. 1 believe that he always initiated it be- 
cause of my original turndown of the original offer. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you explain to Mr. Danner, by the way, why 
you had turned that original contribution down, the reasons for it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. There was a combination of reasons, some 
of which I had mentioned. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you te 11 Mr. Danner in 1969, that you knew 
Hughes had made a substantial contribution to Mr. Humphrey’s 
campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Danner told me. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Danner told you that. Did you ever, in the 
spring of 1969, approach Mr. Danner and ask him to raise funds 
for polling purposes for the 1970 congressional election? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall anything like that. Again, 5 years ago, 
but I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you have any duties- — — 

Mr. Rebozo. I have read a lot about that, but he did tell me when 
he gave me the $50,000 that it was the same money that he had tried 
to give me before when he had been in the vault, and I finally 
agreed to take it, and I read a lot about it, and I know the testimony 
has indicated that that is what he gave it to me for, and if he said 
anything about it, I would have thought it was just sort of a face- 
saving device to give it to the President’s next campaign because 
there was no suggestion made about what races were to be favored, 
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or who to give it to, or anything like that. And it was money that 
was intended for the President. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, was the specific purpose of the money dis- 
cussed with Mr. Danner between the two of you, Mr. Danner and 
yourself, when you discussed it in 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know that it was. I think that the discussion 
principally was around my taking money which I had refused 
repeatedly. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you’re saying now — I want to get this straight, 
because, as you’re saying, Mr. Danner’s testimony has indicated that 
it was his understanding it was for the 1970 campaigns, that your 
recollection is that there was no specific discussion with regard to 
what campaign this money would be intended for. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I stated that they did not suggest that I give 
it to any specific categories, that if they were interested in the 1970 
campaign, and if something was said about it, I would have just 
assumed that they were saying, “Look, I want you to have this,” 
and that’s because they were trying too hard to give this to me. 

Mr. Lenzner. I am sorry, I missed that. 

Mr. Rebozo. Because they had tried so hard to give it to me. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did they ever indicate to you, did Mr. Danner ever 
indicate to you that it was for— — 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve answered that question, the question that he could 
have said it in the past, but it didn’t make any impression with me 
because I was only interested in money raised. 

Mr. Lenzner. And that was the 1972 reelection of President 
Nixon. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were there a number of occassions when Mr. Danner 
offered the money and tried to furnish you with the money during 
1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can you approximate how many times that 
occurred ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It would be purely a guess, but I suppose that he must 
have approached me on it four or five times. 

Mr. Lenzner. In person or telephonioally, or mostly in person? 

Mr. Rebozo. Mostly in person. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he, on any occasion, have the funds with 
him when he approached you on those occasions? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, on one occasion I know he did. 

Mr. Lenzner. And where was that, in Key Biscayne ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he show you the funds at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. I just saw the envelope. 

Mr. Lenzner. But he indicated that he had $50,000 in cash in the 
envelope. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever suggest to him during that period of 
time that he should give those funds to the Republican National 
Committee? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I honestly wasn’t interested in the Republican 
National Committee. I was interested in the President. 
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Mr. Lenzner. But they could have supplied the funds to the Presi- 
dent’s campaign, could they not ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that’s 

Mr. Frates. That is a statement. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I’m asking a question. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that’s getting into a question that is beyond 
the aim, that’s beyond the scope of my activities or knowledge. I 
have made my point that, as far as I am concerned now and was 
then, that it was for the President’s 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Lenzner. I know, but what I’m asking you is, are you saying 
you were not aware of the fact that the Republican Rational Com- 
mittee could have held those funds and furnished them to the Presi- 
dent’s campaign in 1972? 

Senator Ervin. Isn’t that sort of — that’s going out of the realm of 
evidence and discussion I believe, Terry. 

Mr. Frates. Thank you, sir. I think everybody knows that the 
political committee can help any candidate for the party that it’s 
supporting. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, could you describe on the occasions that Mr. 
Danner tried to offer you the funds, could you describe what he said 
to you and what you said to him on those occasions ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I have described it about as well as I can. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you indicate to him why you didn’t want to 
accept the funds ? 

Mr. Bebozq. I think I did, partly. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can you relate to the committee what those rea- 
sons were as you described them? 

Mr. Rebozo. Again, it goes back to my apprehension over the 
original $205,000 loan and the adverse publicity that evolved from 
that, the facts of which have never, even to this day, been clarified 
publicly, and I lived with that in the 1960 campaign and the 1962 
campaign* and in the interim I was just apprehensive, I think, that— 
I didn’t thihk there was anything wrong with taking the money. 
It is just that I wanted to avoid any possible embarrassment. 

Mr. Lenzner. So, your main reason was as you describe it. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were there any other reasons? 

Mr. Dash. Well, Terry, can I interrupt a minute ? There are a lot 
of people in the room, I am beginning myself to feel the fumes, so 
I wish you would refrain from smoking. 

Mr. Rebozo. Maybe that’ll limit the interrogation. 

Mr. Dehzner. limit my endurance. 

Mr. Frates. You’re not supposed to be the nervous one. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was there any other reasons why you did not want 
to take the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, there were other reasons that it didn’t conform 
to the pattern that I felt comfortable with. I was told that they had 
given considerable money to Senator Humphrey and that Hughes 
Tool had the Senator’s son on their payroll, and that they had paid 
Larry O’Brien six figures. And with all of this combination of facts, 
together with the history of the original $205,000 loan and the Ed 
Morgan-Drew Pearson connection, it was just a combination of 
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everything that made me apprehensive again, not because I felt that 
there was anything wrong with it, but it was just I felt I didn’t 
want to risk, even remotely, any embarrassment to the campaign. 

Mr. Lenzner. How did you learn that Mr. O’Brien was receiving 
a six -figure income from the Hughes Tool Co. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I was told that, and more recently, I read it 
somewhere. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, obviously you knew about it at the time in 
1969 when you had the discussions with Mr. Danner. Do you recall 
who told you that then? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think Danner told me. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember how that came up in the 
discussion? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. As I say, Danner and I have been friends for 30 
years. We talked about a lot of things. It probably just was 
mentioned. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you not, in fact, raise that as an issue to Mr. 
Danner as to why the Hughes people should, in fact, contribute 
the additional funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. I could have. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you not also cite the 
son was on the payroll as another reason 
funds ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. He told me that. He told me that. I didn’t know 
anything about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you, on occasion, cite that to Mr. Danner as a 
reason why the Hughes people ought to get up a contribution for 
the President’s campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think what I probably said was that I could not 
understand if he was genuinely trying to support the President, 
why all of these other activities were going on, too, or something 
along this. I just couldn’t understand. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you remember what Mr. Danner’s reaction 
was when you made that statement? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. Danner is not the type of fellow who reacts too 
much to situations like that. He is a strong, quiet type of fellow, 
and again, we’re talking about something that happened 6 years 
ago, and if you ask me specifics about it, about who said what and 
what was his reaction and all of that, it is not easy to recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, what I’m getting at, Mr. Rebozo is, didn’t 
you, on occasion, indicate to Mr. Danner that you knew the Presi- 
dent’s campaign for 1968 bad not received a contribution from 
Hughes but the Democrats had, and you were going to see — you 
wanted to see what Hughes was going to come up with? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have said something about that in our conver- 
sations, but he’s the one who told me about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Danner come back to you on one occasion 
and indicate to you the specific amounts that, in fact, the Hughes 
people had given the Republican campaign in 1968? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only that — what I have stated about what they were 
paying Larry O’Brien and those are the exact words he used — six 
figures. He did not give me the amount. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Let me break here and see if anybody hai|aSpj 
tional questions in these areas. • ' v 



Mr. Lackritz. One thing I wasn’t clear about, Mr. Kebozo. You 
said Mr. Danner brought you a package in 1969 to your home in Key 
Biscay ne 5 Fla., and that you turned down the money in person on 
that occasion. 

Mr. Kebozo. I didn’t say when it was. I don’t recall what the date 
was when he brought the package. 

Mr. Lackritz. Who was with Mr. Danner when he brought that? 

Mr. Kebozo. No one. 

Mr. Lackritz. He was by himself? 

Mr. Kebozo. [Nods in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Lackritz. And can you describe the package that he brought? 

Mr. Kebozo. It was one of these letter-sized thick manila envelopes. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And did he explain to you that he had $50,000 
in $100 bills inside the package on that occasion? 

Mr. Frates. Well, Mr. Chairman, we have gone over this before 
and these are repetitious questions, and again, I don’t want to be 
technical and we want to conclude this, but I think this is the prob- 
lem of several people interrogating. Every person thinks he can ask 
the questions. 

Senator Ervin. All three of those questions have been asked and 
answered at least once, and we’re asking them again. 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t think the last question has been asked or 
answered. 

Senator Ervin. All of this relates to 1969, and I have not seen 
it tied to the 1972 campaign. , 

Mr. Dash. This is the 1972 contribution. This is the Hughes con- 


tribution for the 1972 campaign which Mr. Kebozo said he received. 

Senator Ervin. Well, I thought that was the one he said, he re- 
fused to take. 

Mr. Frates. It is. 


Mr. Lackritz. But he eventually did take that very same contri- 
bution, as he has testified. 

Senator Ervin. Well, it would seem to me it would come down to 
the one that he took. 

Mr. Frates. Well, sir, I hope we’re going to get to that before 
the day is over. 

Senator Ervin. I just don’t think — I think what happened in 1969, 
unless he got some money then and kept it for the 1972 campaign, 
is not within the ambit of our investigative power. ^ 

Mr. Lackritz. Senator, let me rephrase my question. At the time 
that Mr. Danner brought the package to you and said there was 
$50,000 in it for you, were you raising any money at that time for 
the 1972 campaign? . ,• 

Mr. Kebozo. By raising money, was I out actively soliciting? 

Mr. Lackritz. Were you accepting contributions? 

Mr. Kebozo. Accepting — now, wait a minute, wait a minute. Are 
you talking about 1969? 

Mr. Lackritz. Yes. 

Mr. Kebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. You were not accepting any contributions. 
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Mr. Frates. The answer was “No”. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. You see, this gentleman, now, I’ve never seen him 
before. Lenzner and Armstrong, they’ve been through all of this 
before. We’ve had 4- or 5-hour sessions. 

Mr. Dash. This is an executive session on the record, and there 
are many questions that may be put to you, Mr. Rebozo, that you’ve 
been through before. 

Senator Weic&er. The thing which I don’t quite understand is, if 
you were not accepting contributions for the 1972 campaign, how 
is it that people arrive on your doorstep with $50,000 in manila 
envelopes? Is this to pay past bills? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think the question was, was I accepting other 
contributions? I 

Mr. Frates. Well, Senator, excuse me. Since this is going to be on 
the record, and since, apparently, it goes out to newspapers in var- 
ious places, and certainly— — 

Senator Ervin. I hope it doesn’t go out to newspapers from here, 
and I’ll have to agree that all congressional committees have too 
many leaks, but I would say that nobody in here should say a word 
outside this door as to what happened, what the testimony was. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I don’t think you were in here, maybe you 
weren’t in here when he described his longtime relationship with 
Danner and I think your statement, again, “arrive on his doorstep” 
overlooks the fact that they have been friends for a long time, and 
he’s indicated to no question that he was trying one way or the other, 
Danner, to get some money for the President, or as he said pre- 
viously, for the congressional races, to Mr. Rebozo. 

Senator Weicker. Were these the 1970 and 1972 races? That is 
all I am trying to establish. 

Mr. Frates. Well, sir, there again I think there’s been some con- 
flict in it, as Mr. Rebozo has repeatedly testified. 1 think he has 
said here that, in his mind, it was for the 1972 Presidential 

Senator Weicker. What I am asking your client is this, on the 
matter of the $1,500 that we just discussed, we established the fact 
that he thought he was sending this money to pay bills for the 1968 
campaign. We established that. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Now, what I’m trying to establish is this other 
amount of money which Mr . Danner produces, what was your client’s 
impression as to what this money was for, for paying off bills or 
for campaigns? What, in your mind, was this money to be utilized 
for, this money that you refused? What was this money for? 

Mr. Frates. Can I raise one objection because the chairman raised 
it for me, that that 1969 has nothing to do with Resolution 60? 

Mr. Dash. Our committee has ruled that the 1972 campaign began 
the day after the 1968 election ended, and if it was raised in mat 
period, it is in the resolution. The chairman did rule that. 

Mr. Frates. Well, I’m just quoting the statement the chairman did 
rule. 

Senator Ervin. Well, wait a minute. I don’t see- — it’s very interest- 
ing as to what we get money for, as Mr. Rebozo says he refused 
to take. It’s interesting, but I don’t see how it sheds much light on 
what we’re investigating. 
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Mr. Dash. Well, Senator, it does. 

Senator Ervin. How? 

Mr. Dash. We have to do it in executive session inquiry, and as 
to his motivation of why it was refused and later accepted, and his 
explanation as to why he later accepted it and why he first refused 
it, and unless you get into this question, Senator, you are asking 
to ask the ultimate questions which cannot be understood unless you 
lead up to it with the earlier questions dealing with the same money. 
It’s not — •without all the questions, we can’t get into the understand- 
ing of this contribution. 

Senator Ervin. I don’t see why we can’t ask him directly when he 
actually received it and what he did with it. 

Senator Montoya. Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Ervin. Now, it’s very interesting. That’s the important 
thing, and then we can ask him why, why he received it. I don’t 
think what motivations a man had when he didn’t take any money 
shed any light on the thing. 

Senator Weicker. Well, Mr. Chairman, my question was 

Senator Ervin. But the whole basis about why he received it and 
why he didn’t aren’t very important. 

Senator Weicker. Mr. Chairman, my question about motivations 
was, was this money for the 1972 campaign? That is what I asked. 

Senator Ervin. I thought your question was proper. 

Senator Montoya. Mr. Chairman, I might say that Mr. Rebozo 
stated that, in his mind, during the conversation with Mr. Danner, 
and on one occasion when he brought the $50,000 and ultimately 
when money passed to him, he was in his own mind under the im- 
pression that it was for the President’s campaign. Now, if any 
money was brought by Mr. Danner during this period, it had to be 
for the 1970 campaign. 

Senator Ervin. Not necessarily. 

Senator Montoya. Well, because he received it with that in mind. 

Senator Ervin. We had testimony from Mr. Kalmbach that he 
had vast sums of money left over from the 1968 campaign which 
were used in the 1972. 

Senator Montoya. I’m talking about the big contributions which 
came eventually from Mr. Danner. Now, if he receives them with 
the thought in mind or with the impression that they were to be 
for the President’s campaign, the question I was going to ask was, 
what fact or conversations took place that led you to believe, in your 
mind, that the money that Mr. Danner had was for the President’s 
next Presidential campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think you might say principally the fact that the 
money was first proffered for the President’s campaign, and he cited 
to me that the money that he finally gave me were the identical bills, 
the envelope had been in a vault all of that time. 

Mr. Frates. I don’t know whether the Senator was here when he 
was talking about 1968, the preliminary offer. 

Senator Montoya. Well, I assumed that from the conversations. 

Mr. Frates. In 1968 for the President. He wanted to give it di- 
rectly to the President. 

Senator Ervin. Your question is proper and relevant, and it is 
right within the ambit of our investigatory powers. 
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Senator Montoya. That is what I am asking. What was in your 
mind when these conversations were taking place with respect to 
the Presidential campaign, and what facts transpired, what conver- 
sations took place that led you to believe that, in your mind, the 
monies that were to be contributed were for the Presidential 
campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That is — well, that’s what I explained. Perhaps you 
weren’t present. 

Senator Montoya. That’s what I wanted to ask. You said that in 
your mind this was for the Presidential campaign. Now, what in 
your mind, what facts triggered that in your mind, what thought? 

Mr. Rebozo. I suppose nobody ever offered me any money for any 
other campaigns. It was always for the President, and the President 
was the focus of the original tender and the subsequent ones, and 
there just was no question in my mind, just as I read now that 
Senator McGovern got a half million dollars for his campaign 2 
years in advance. 

Senator Montoya. But. if Mr. Danner came to you and said, 
u here is $50,000,” he wasn’t just going to hand it to you and let 
you assume it was for the President. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, he had offered it numerous times. 

Senator Montoya. For the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. All right. 

Mr. Rebozo. And, as I said a while ago, we had had many, many 
discussions with Danner. He stayed at my home. We had been 
friends for many years, and he could have easily said, “if you want 
to use it for the 1970 campaign, do it,” but they never specified any 
congressional races or Senate races or anything else. 

Senator Montoya. Let me ask you one other question. Now, this 
is after the 1968 campaign, and so is it reasonable to assume, when 
you were speaking with Dr. Danner about the contributions, that 
you had the thought in mind, and it was reasonable to assume that 
any money contributions were with respect to the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. I did not accept contributions from anybody for any- 
thing else. 

Senator Montoya. All right. That’s all I wanted to know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you say, in answer to Senator Montoya’s ques- 
tions, that Mr. Danner said you could use it for the 1970 campaign 
if you want? 

Mr. Rebozo. I said he might have. Now, you see, we’re talking 
about something that happened 4 years ago, and I’ve read a lot of 
this stuff, and I am trying to be careful not to be conjecturing and 
not to believe what I read always. But I’ve read about his testimony 
and the many, many conversations that we’ve had over these 6 
years, well, you could have easily assumed that. I would just have 
assumed it was sort of a means of getting me to take the money that 
was really for the President. But here is a face-saving excuse to 
give it. I can’t tell you what was in his mind. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m not asking what his intentions were. I’m just 
asking what you recall him saying to you, Mr. Rebozo, 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I said, we’ve had many conversations. I can’t 
specifically recall everything that was said. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Well, if he said, “Use it for the 1970 campaign,” did 
you then put him on notice? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he didn’t say that. 

Mr. Lenzner. He never said that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall stating last year to somebody, making 
this statement that the money was in fact to be applied to the Repub- 
lican congressional elections in 1970? Do you remember making that 
statement last year? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I don’t recall any such statement. 

Mr. Lenzner. You say you never made that statement? 

Mr. Rebozo. I said I don’t recall ever making such a statement. 

Mr. Greer. If they’ve got a record or something 

Mr. Frates. Since you have repeated and are referring to the rec- 
ord, we ask one of the Senators, Senator Weicker or Senator Mon- 
toya, whoever’s presiding, to refresh his recollection, if you have any 
document there or any statement. 

Mr. Lenzner. I will refresh his recollection if I can. Do you recall 
meeting with Special Agent Whitaker of the FBI in 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, yes, sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember asking him to come to your office, 
and do you remember talking to him at that time about the money, 
about the money that you had received from the Hughes people? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was anybody else present on that occasion when 
you were talking to Whitaker? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think Wakefield, the bank’s general counsel, was 
there. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall telling Agent Whitaker, at that time, 
that the money that you had received was to be applied to the Repub- 
lican congressional elections in 1970? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I am positive I didn’t say anything like that. I 
will tell you where that misconception could have come in, and we 
might forestall some subsequent questions on this point. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, sir. 

Mr. Rebozo. I know I shouldn’t elaborate 

Mr. Dash. Well, I think the witness has a right to add and 
elaborate and explain his answers. 

Mr. Rebozo. After the 1972 campaign, then I was hoping it might 
be used for the 1974 congressional election. Now, Whitaker, I might 
have said something like that to him, I don’t know, and that is where 
your misconception might have come from. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me ask you this, Mr. Rebozo. Did you seek any 
advice from anybody during this period of time that Mr. Danner 
was trying to give you the contribution as to whether you should 
take it or not take it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, sir. Then I take it there came a time 
when you did, in fact, decide to take contributions. 

4 Mr. Rebozo. The decision was purely mine. 

Mr. Lenzner. You didn’t consult with anybody else ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 
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Mr. Lenzner. And do you remember approximately when you 
decided to take the contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t, ,4s I recall, again, to give background to 
put things in appropriate perspective and understand what my 
logic was at the time, it would take too long, but I’ll make it very, 
very brief. As I recall, Danner then had been working for Hughes a 
couple of years or so. I had come to know Maheu, whom I didn’t 
know when he first offered the money. Morgan was seemingly out of 
the picture, and I began to get a little confidence in the fact that 
maybe this money could be utilized, and it wouldn’t present any 
embarrassing problems. So it was somewhere after he had been 
with them for sometime that I agreed to take it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you’re saying a couple of years. Is that what 
you said before ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know what the timeframe was. It was 

Mr. Frates. Well, excuse me. I think what he said, Mr. Lenzner, 
that Danner had been with the Hughes people approximately 2 
years. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you decided to take the money. 

Mr. Frates. That was a factor. 

Mr. Rebozo. He might have been there a year. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, if he started in February of 1969, which I 
think is accurate, Mr. Rebozo 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, then, it would have been a year and a half. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, are you saying now during the year 1969 
you did not decide then to accept the funds ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, that is correct, that’s correct. It was decided 
shortly before he gave me the first envelope and he was going to 
come to Miami to do that, and I said, “Well, I’m going to be in 
California next week, and I’ll save you a trip.” And that is the 
way it came about. 

Mr. Lenzner. How did you communicate to him when you decided 
to accept the funds? Was this in response to another offer by him? 

Mr. Rebozo. I am sure it was. As I said, it came up any number 
of times and it was really beginning to strain our relationship be- 
cause I was refusing it. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you’re saying that he continued to offer it dur- 
ing 1969, and then into 1970, and at some point you indicated to 
him OK. 

Mr. Rebozo. He wasn’t calling me every day. 

Mr. Lenzner. I understand. On occasion he wanted to see if you’d 
still accept the funds. Did he indicate how much the total contribu- 
tion was going to be before you accepted the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I don’t think so. He may have given 
it to me and said there will be more later, but again, I read that as 
though — that’s probably correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you’re saying now that when you received the 
funds on the first occasion, it was your understanding at that time 
that there would only be a $50,000 payment. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I didn’t say that. I said that he may have said 
there was going to be some more, but I don’t think he ever said 
how much more. 
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Mr. Lenzner. And when did you receive those funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think we have well established that the first 
contribution was made on July 3d of 1970. 

Mr. Lenzner. And that was where, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. In San Clemente. 

Mr. Lenzner. And exactly where in San Clemente? 

Mr. Rebozo. Apparently It was done at the administration offices 
because this all came up — the only reason I would know the date 
at all came up in my IRS examination, and then I think, subse- 
quently with you people, I dug up an airline ticket, and I thought 
that he had stated the San Clemente Inn, where I frequently stay, 
but I had them check their records out there, and they reported 
that they had never had him registered there. 

So, then I just had to assume that the other was the case. I some- 
times stay at the residence, and so, apparently, I was staying at 
the guest cottage in the residence, and then I think that he came 
over, and I think that we had lunch over there at the administrative 
mess. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying that you are certain now that the 
first payment that you received from Mr. Danner was in California, 
in San Clemente, rather than in Florida? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I am as certain as I can be. Again, I put a lot 
of things together, and during all of these months, and that appears 
to be the fact. As I understand it, Danner had, originally thought 
that it was here and then later changed his testimony and said that 
it was out there. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, let me ask you this. Do you recall when we 
first talked to you, Mr. Rebozo, do you recall at that time you re- 
called that you had received the first payment in 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. I told the IRS I had received it in 1968. That is 
how bad my recollection was at the time. I didn’t know when I had 
received it. I had thought I had gotten the first in 1968 and the 
second in 1969, but I was sure that the first was given in California. 

Mr. Frates. Senator Weicker, I think Mr. Lenzner doesn’t mean 
to mislead, but you’re talking about the first interview. He said he 
originally thought it was 1969 until they had checked the airline 
tickets with Danner, and then it became obvious that it was July 
3, 1970, and so he didn’t say that he got it in 1969. At that interview 
the date was established as July 3, 1970, and I don’t know what you 
purport to be stated in your question, that he told you that it was 
in 1969, because he didn’t say that, and we have the records of that, 
and the typed records and the recording of that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, that was the second interview we had with 
Mr. Rebozo. 

Mr. Rebozo. We have notes of it, and I don’t think there’s any 
question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, there’s no sense in arguing about it. Let me 
ask you this, Mr. Rebozo 

Mr. Frates. Well, excuse me. Senator Weicker, I think there is, 
because he did not make the statement that he got it in 1969 at 
that hearing. He said originally he thought he might have gotten 
it in 1969 until Danner checked his airline tickets at San Clemente. 
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He had only been there one time, and we gave Mr. Lenzner the copy 
of Mr. Danner’s affidavit, I think to the IRS. I have a copy of it 
where that date was clearly established as July 3, 1970, the only 
time that he had gone to San Clemente, and that was — you have 
all those records, Terry. And I’m sure you don’t mean to 

Mr. Lenzner. Which records are you referring to? 

Mr. Frates. Danner’s records. I gave you the affidavit sitting in 
our conference room. 

Mr. Lenzner. What does that suggest? 

Mr. Frates. The first contribution was made — this is Danner’s 
affidavit, of which copy I voluntarily gave you. I assume you have it. 

The first contribution was made to Mr. Rebozo on July 3d, 1970, while he 
was visiting San Clemente, Calif. I determined that date from my expense vouch- 
ers from the Frontier Hotel, Las Vegas, Nev. This $50,000 was, according 
to my best recollection, the money apparently had been collected in 1968 for 
a possible contribution in 1969 Presidential campaign. I am now certain that 
this was the occasion of the first contribution, July 3, 1970. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think that is the second affidavit, not his deposi- 
tion. 

Mr. Frates. Terry, you’ve seen this. 

Mr. Dash. Well, you have his interrogation. The only point I 
raise is you need a statement and the statement calls for clarifica- 
tion. I’m sure you didn’t mean to 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me tell you this way. In fact, didn’t you make 
the statement in 1973, that you had received the first contribution 
in 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I just got through saying that I had first 
told the IRS that I thought the first thing was in 1968 and the 
second was in 1969. I never made such a statement as you refer to. 

Mr. Dash. Statement with whom? Clarify the record. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, do you recall telling, again, Special Agent 
Whitaker from the FBI, in June of 1973, that you received the 
funds in 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. June of 1973 — I don’t know if that was a period 
when I wasn’t sure that I received it. As I’ve repeatedly stated, I 
originally even thought it was 1968, as I said. But we have firmly 
established that regardless of what you say I told him, the payment 
was made July 3 of 1970. That has been very, very firmly estab- 
lished. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry, I can’t hear with all this talking going 
on, Mr. Rebozo. I apologize. 

Mr. Rebozo. I said I believe it has been firmly established that 
the first payment was made on July 3, 1970, regardless of what 
you say that I told Whitaker. 

Mr. Lenzner. All I’m asking now, though, sir, is when you had 
that conversation with Special Agent Whitaker, do you recall telling 
him that it was, in fact, 1969 that you received the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I don’t recall telling him that. I could have. 

Senator Weicker. I gather— correct me if I’m wrong — Mr. Rebozo 
admits to the fact that quite frankly, at one time, he said it was 
1968 and very possibly, he told you it was 1969, and now that he’s 
sure it’s 1970. That’s my understanding of what’s going back and 
forth here. 
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Mr. Frates. You summed it up nicely, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Is the assurance based on Mr. Danner’s recollection of 
the records? 

Mr. Rebozo. His and mine, and my plane tickets. 

Mr. Dash. Well, are the records that you just referred to, Mr. 
Rebozo, are those what reminded you that the first payment was 
in 1970 in San Clemente? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, because I had contacted the San Clemente Inn 
and asked them to check out what dates Danner was there in 1968 
or 1969, and they said he was never there. They checked 1970, 1971 
and said, “He has never been checked in here.” I didn’t recall that. 

Senator Montoya. I just want to ask one more question. Mr. 
Eebozo, you said that Mr. Danner visited you in Florida four or 
five times and he was trying to give you a contribution during 1969. 
Do you recall that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, he visited me a number of times and he didn’t 
always stay at my house. I think he stayed there one time. 

Senator Montoya. And he had this money? 

Mr. Eebozo. I don’t know that he always had the money. He 
talked about it. 


Senator Montoya. How many times would you say 

Mr. Eebozo. On one occasion, I know he had the money because 
he brought it over. 

Senator Montoya. And it was the same yellow type manila en- 
velope? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. At which time it was used to deliver the $50,000 ? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. Was anybody else at San Clemente when you 
said he delivered the first contribution? 

Mr. Eebozo. No, there was nobody present when I say he deliv- 
ered the first contribution. 

Senator Montoya. What did you do with the funds after you 
received them at that time? 


Mr. Eebozo. I believe I put them in my bag and brought them 
back. 


Senator Montoya. I mean did you open the envelope and count 
the money? 

Mr. Eebozo. No. 


Senator Montoya. So you didn’t open the envelope at all before 
you put it in your bag? 

Mr. Eebozo. No. 


Senator Montoya. Did you introduce Mr. Danner to anybody at 
San Clemente after he delivered the money? 

Mr. Eebozo. I don’t know. If anybody would have walked up, I 
would have introduced him. 


Senator Montoya. Do you recall having a conversation with 
President Nixon and Mr. Danner after you received the funds on 
that date? 


Mr. Eebozo. I don’t recall him seeing the President on that visit. 
Someone has said that we went in to visit him, and if the President 
were free, yes, I think it would have been a very logical thing. 
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Danner has known the President for more than 20 years. But I don’t 
recall just going in there and talking to him. If we had, you can 
be sure that there was never any money discussed. It would take a 
long time to prove this point, and a lot of incidents and examples 
that I could use that would prove it, but I know in the interest 
of time, I’ll not go into that now. 

'Senator Montoya. Have you made any effort to have — I know 
you told us at one time that you had the compound records checked 
to see when Mr. Danner was in the compound. Did you attempt 
to determine from the President’s logs whether he and you and 
Mr. Danner met on that occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I did check — what I was referring to was the 
gate. I wasn’t sure that they had it, and I did check the gate and 
lie was logged in. 

Senator Weicker. Where did the actual transfer of the money 
take place? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe there at the staff mess. He just came in 
with his briefcase and I don’t know whether we went to my cot- 
tage or not. I just don’t know. It was just a plain manila envelope. 

Senator Weicker. To the best of your recollection, the manila en- 
velope was given to you in the staff mess, is that right ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I really don’t know. It could have been there, it 
could have been at the cottage. The reason I’m inclined to doubt 
that we saw the President when I visited, is because when he is 
in that office, he has one appointment after the other and I don’t 
like to inject something like this if there were Cabinet officers 
or Senators or someone there. But he could have. I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Lenzner. You recall the President being there, though, when- 
ever it was, on that date? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall having a conversation with Miss 
Rose Mary Woods, Mr. Danner and yourself, after you received the 
funds in San Clemente? 

Mr. Frates. That day? 

Mr. Lenzner. The same day. 

Mr. Rebozo. We may have. I don’t know whether he knows Rose 
or not. So if he does not, we wouldn’t have had occasion to stop 
there. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you give Mr. Danner a receipt? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I take it he did not request a receipt? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you make any record of the existence of the 
transaction? I mean did you make any written record? 

Mr. Rebozo. I have a pretty good record right here [tapping his 
head]. 

Mr. Lenzner. What did you do after you got back to Florida 
with the funds in your briefcase? What did you do with the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. I put it in the vault. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you open the envelope before you put the en- 
velope in the vault? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I think at a subsequent time, I did. 


99(67 


Mr. Frates. Excuse me, Senator. Mr. Rebozo has been interro- 
gated on four or five occasions and I would just like to caution him, 
because I think he’s talking — I have already told you this, Terry, 
but you must realize that this is being transcribed, so you have 
to tell the complete story of it. 

Mr. Rebozo. OK. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did I miss something? 

Mr. Frates. No, I just say I think you are on about the fifth 
conversation with him, and I w T ant to make sure he’s telling the 
complete transaction, make it clear on the record. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you want to add something, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. I have nothing to add. 

Mr. Lenzner. You say you came back and took the envelope un- 
opened and put it in a particular safe-deposit box, or just a vault? 

Mr. Rebozo. A safe-deposit box. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you make any markings on the envelope at 
that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes; I just marked “HH” in the corner of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. That is the only record, I take it, of the existence 
of the — that the funds were from Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, as I previously testified I wrote a letter and 
put it in the director’s box, and on the envelope I wrote, “Instruc- 
tions to Wakefield, General Counsel,” who had the extra key to 
that box, that if anything should happen to me, to turn these funds 
over to the finance chairman or the campaign director when they 
are named. At that time, there was none. I did not tell my attorney 
what was in there; I simply said there were some important docu- 
ments and if sometime something happens to me — I’m flying a lot- — 
to open the box and follow instruction. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry; you wrote those instructions on the 
envelope ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I wrote them on the envelope and I also wrote 
another 

Senator Weicker. Just to clarify, because I don’t think — as I 
understand, this is a different envelope. 

Mr. Rebozo. The same envelope. 

Senator Weicker. I thought the only thing that happened to the 
manila envelope was “HH” in the corner. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Senator Weicker. That one gets put in the box, right? 

Mr. Frates. With a letter. 

Senator Weicker. With a letter? 

Mr. Frates. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. And the letter went into the director’s vault? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. And this letter is what you’re now talking 
about ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Not the manila envelope with “HH” on it, is 
that right? 

Mr. Frates. Yes. Well, just to make sure 

Mr. Rebozo. Both. 
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Mr. Frates. You put both in? 

Mr. Rebozo. I wrote on the manila envelope instructions and 
then I wrote a letter and put it in the — addressed to Wakefield — 
in the director’s box. 

Mr. Lenzner. And this is at the time that you originally — the first 
time you put the envelope, which you assumed was money, in the safe- 
deposit box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I would say it was that evening or a few days 
later, but I think it was done at the same time. 

Senator Montoya. Let me clarify one point. You said you put 
this letter of instruction in the director’s box. What is the direc- 
tor’s box? 

Mr. Rebozo. The director’s box, the attorney also has a key to 
that. It contains financial statements of directors that the bankers 
periodically review, and any other papers pertaining to the bank 

Senator Montoya. And in the letter, you stated that you had this 
package in your safe deposit box, is that right? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. And you identified it in the letter? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. How did you identify it? 

Mr. Rebgzo. I simply said it was in box No. 224. 

Senator Montoya. How did you identify it? 

Mr. Rebozo. And the instructions were on the envelope, the same 
instructions, really, that were in the letter. I don’t know why I 
doubled up on it. I just assumed I would lose the key or whatever. 

Senator Montoya. Is a copy of that letter of instruction available ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir; I don’t think so. 

Senator Montoya. Was it torn or destroyed? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, when the signals changed, you know, I just 
got rid of it, put the letter in a different envelope. 

Mr. Dash. That’s ambiguous. What do you mean, the signals 
changed ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That gets into a substantive aspect of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. We’ll get into it. If you want to get into it now, 
Mr. Rebozo 

Mr. Frates. May I, if the Senator will permit, let him go ahead 
and tell the full story? I don’t know if they want to come back 
after lunch. Go ahead and tell the factual part of it. 

Senator Montoya. Just tell me when it was destroyed and then 
you can continue. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m not sure when it was destroyed, but it was 
somewhere along the time that — I think when Howard Hughes had 
his problems. You see, this first contribution was July 3 and the 
second one was a couple of months later, somewhere along in there. 

Senator Montoya. Did you have the same instructions with 
respect to the subsequent contributions? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I recall, it was attached to the same envelope. I had 
rubberbands around two of them. Thanksgiving of that year was 
when Howard Hughes pulled out of Las Vegas, and then they started 
having this donnybrook between the different ones— Maheu — Hughes 
fired Maheu ; Maheu had hired Danner ; and then bad blood immedi- 


ately ensued between Danner and Maheu, and I got more apprehen- 
sive of how this might be interpreted. Not that I felt there was any- 
thing wrong with it, but after the previous experience, I was mostly 
concerned with how it would be interpreted. So as time went on, I just 
thought it better not to use that money for the 1972 campaign and try 
to see if things cleared up and hold it for the 1974 or 1976, some point 
where I could turn it over to the properly appointed authority. But 
matters went from bad to worse with the Hughes organization and I 
could just see one talking about the other, and I felt that sooner or 
later, this matter would come up and be misunderstood. This was the 
reason 

Senator Montoya. Did you consult with anybody on making that 
decision ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, the decision to just hold onto it was my own. I 
didn’t start with anyone until after the election, the balance of it. 

Mr. F hates. Excuse me again. If I may interrupt, I think the rec- 
ords show, Senator, that he did tell Rose Mary Woods that the money 
was there. That was the only person. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes; I did tell her. 

Senator Montoya. Was that after the election ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, before. 

Senator Weicker. I think counsel’s suggestion is a good one, to just 
let Mr. Rebozo, in narrative form, to go on here, because otherwise, it 
does get a little difficult to follow. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Just to help you, we’re back at the point where 
two envelopes have been put into the safe. 

Mr. Frates. At Key Biscayne Bank, which he actively runs. 

Mr. Rebozo. With the appropriate instructions. Then, of course, 
when all this happened, the instructions stayed on it until — I think 
it was after this Watergate business. 

Mr. Dasii. You mean the break-in? 

Senator Weicker. I think it might be helpful if you do exactly 
what your counsel says. We still haven’t gotten to the point where 
the second enevlope has gone into the safe. We’re just at the point 
where $50,000, with letters of instruction, have been put into the 
safe. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I see. Well, this second envelope, of course, it 
was brought to Key Biscayne and put into the safe, attached to 
the other. 

Senator Weicker. Could you give the details of the receipt of 
that money? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was in an envelope identical to the first one and 
Danner brought it. I don’t remember whether he brought it to 
my office or my home; I don’t recall. But after the Hughes problem 
in 1970, then these other problems arose, so it was getting more 
complicated all the time. 

I almost have to digress a little bit to further clarify the basis 
of my apprehension. I’m sorry to bore you with this, but it has to 
go back to the original group thing involving Drew Pearson and 
Ed Morgan and so on. My understanding of that loan — it has been 
written up so many times as haring never been repaid. My under- 
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standing of that loan was that the property was appraised, the 
money was loaned through Mrs. Nixon, Hannah Nixon, his mother. 
The property was appraised at something like just under $230,000. 
Part of the condition of the loan was that they were to spend $40,000 
of the money to build a service station on the property, and that 
is what they did. 

My further understanding was that when Don Nixon went broke, 
they deeded the property hack and the lessors rights on the service 
station and that Hughes didn’t lose anything on it. But in spite of 
my understanding of that, it still gets play in stories after all these 
years. That was in 1958, I believe, when that happened. So it is 
easy to see how anything connected with the Hughes name, especi- 
ally where money is concerned, raised a flag with me. So I took all 
the precautions I could. 

Now, when it came to returning the money, I took into consid- 
eration that there may be some question about whether I was — had 
used the money and was replacing it, or what, because IBS had 
come in and I had told them about it. So I debated just how to 
go about returning it and proving that it was identical money. 

My first inclination was to call the Chief of the Secret Service, 
but he is so closely identified with the administration — they work 
under the Treasury — I decided to call the head of the FBI locally, 
whom I also knew. That is Whitaker, who was just mentioned. He 
came over and I told him the purpose in having him there was 
that these funds had been in the box all these years and I wanted 
to see if, through their crime lab, they could ascertain that the 
money — by smell, feel, touch, deterioration, or something — had 
been locked up, in fact, that long. And too, I told him that I’m 
sure that everybody who works in Las Vegas is fingerprinted and 
they could fingerprint those bills and find a Vegas print on every 
one of them so that this question could never arise. 

So he was there at the opening of the box, and the attorneys. 
They counted the money. He didn’t stay for the full count. He 
initialed a few of them and looked at them all, and so on. And he 
was very, very careful so as not to obliterate the prints. The attorney 
took an eraser and took each bill by the very corner, turned it 
up and read the serial number off, made a list of the serial number, 
and prepared a receipt for them to sign for those identical bills. 

When they got through counting them, as you have probably 
read — of course, I was a little apprehensive that somebody may be 
short of $100,000 and be accused of something. It turned out that 
we had an extra $100 in there. We returned 1,001 $100 bills, with 
the serial numbers. 

Mr. Dash. At what point, sir, to follow your narrative at what 
point did you say you did destroy the letter, or that the letter was 
destroyed, after the Hughes incident? 

Mr. Bebozo. I think that the letter — again, time is hard to fol- 
low, but I think that the letter was destroyed later. I think the 
letter remained in there. You see, the campaign director and chair- 
man — I do not believe were engaged until February or March of 
1972, and it was shortly after that that the problem started. 

Mr. Frates. May I inter ject by saying in clarification, Tom Wake- 
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field, who he had written to, is one of the people who was there 
when the money box was opened and the money was counted. Four 
people were there — W akefield, Rebozo, Barker, and Whitaker. Ken 
Whitaker is the FBI man. And the instructions were written. They 
were to Wakefield, of course. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that — you asked me when I changed the 
signals. I don’t recall when that was done, when I decided to take 
that off, but it was somewhere in that timeframe, after the Hughes 
problems started and the campaign got underway, somewhere along 
in there. I don’t recall, really. 

Senator Weicker. Prior — I’m a little confused. This envelope, 
this is prior to the opening of the safe and the counting of the 
money in the presence of the FBI Agent, Whitaker? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. So, in fact, the envelopes in which the money 
was situated were not the same envelopes that were the original 
enevlopes ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Weicker. And at the time that occurred, neither was there 
a letter in the director’s box, is that right? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I took that out. I had forgotten that was in 
there until I went into the director’s box one day, and then I took 
that out because the signals were no longer valid. 

Senator Weicker. In other words, the day that you changed the 
envelopes on the money w T as not identical to the day that you took 
the letter out of the director’s box? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I destroyed the envelope that was in the box 
where the directions were on the big enevlope. But the letter in the 
director’s box I did away with later. 

Senator Weicker. Could you give us some sort of timeframe as to 
these two actions? , 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t go in there very often and it could have 
been — anything I say will be a guess. 

Senator Weicker. 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have — no, I think it was — I really don’t 
know. 

Senator Montoya. I would like to ask a question along that line. 

Senator Weicker. Sure. 

Senator Montoya. This is the first time you have said this since 
I have been here, that you put a manila envelope, a yellow manila 
envelope, with $50,000 in the safety-deposit box and that later on 
at Key Biscayne, you received another envelope with $50,000 and 
you proceeded to tie that to the other manila envelope so that it 
would be found pursuant to the instructions that you had left in 
the letter in the director’s box. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I also had directions on the first manila envelope, 
too. 

Senator Montoya. Yes, you had directions on the first manila 
envelope and you had directions in the director’s box addressed to 
your attorney? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Montoya. Now, then, now you say that sometime subse- 
quent to the placement of those enevelopes in the safety deposit 
box, you took the money out and destroyed the envelope with the 
instructions, right? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. Now, what did you do with the money ? Where 
did you place it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I put it in the other — what happened was — and I 
didn’t recall until after we had been talking one time down there. 
I didn’t recall why I didn’t put it back in big envelopes until during 
the conversation there. I recall that I took the box into my office to do 
it and I didn’t have any big envelopes in there, and I put it in — I 
don’t know, 10’s or 20’s— 4n large brown envelopes that I have in 
my desk. Then I tied them together. I continued to separate the two 
and then the number 50’s by — although it was in two or three en- 
velopes each, I put elastic bands around those and when I — when 
we inventoried the money and recorded the serial numbers of each 
one, the inventory list separated — I think it is A and B, whatever it 
is — the two and then the number 50’s, so I was trying to clearly iden- 
tify in every way possible every detail of the transaction and even 
separate the two contributions. 

Senator Montoya. When was this done? 

Mr. Rebozo. I really 

Senator Montoya. More or less when you took them into your 
office? 

Mr. Rebozo. I really don’t know. It was sometime— I don’t know. 
I’m afraid to guess. 

Senator Montoya. In what year was it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I said, I even thought the contribution was 
in 1968 and it was 1970. I’m afraid to guess. 

Senator Montoya. Yes, but this was more recent. 

Mr. Rebozo. Even so it was still probably more than a year ago. 

Senator Weicker. 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. It very easily could have been 1972. It probably was. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me ask you on that, aren’t the pro- 
cedures such that you have to sign in and sign out on your safe- 
deposit box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes; all the customers do, and I used to do it when I 
first opened the bank. But we’re a small bank and we only have 18 
people in the whole operation, and the girl who handles that is almost 
invariably busy, so I just quit doing that. I would go get the key 
and go in and do it myself. 

Senator Montoya. So there would be no record of your being 
signed in or signed out ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. The only record is we did all sign the card 
when Whitaker came and counted the money. All four of us signed 
the card. 

Senator Montoya. But prior to that, there would be no record 
of your coming or going? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. Now and then, we used to have one receptionist 
there who would say, “OK, sign it for me this time,” and I would 
sign it. But most of the time, I would just go in. 
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Senator Weicker. Now, counsel, you are the one — I certainly 
want to make this at your convenience and certainly your client’s. 
We have been going a long time. Would it be your desire to break 
now? 

Mr. Frates. Sir, we are here at your convenience. 

Mr. Dash. I take it as human beings, we’re going to have a lunch 
break. We could go on until 12 :30 unless 

Senator Weicker. Why not put it this way? We’re talking about 
a matter of a few minutes. Why don’t we break for lunch now and 
what would be a good time to come back ? 

Mr. Dash. May I ask Mr. Frates for his convenience — and I ask 
it solely for your convenience and Mr. Rebozo’s convenience. Unfor- 
tunately, we have a horde of people. 

Mr. Frates. That is one thing we don’t hold against you. 

Mr. Dash. First of all, we have arranged for enough people out 
there so you can go and come as you will. 

Mr. Rebozo. You did an extra good job. 

Mr. Dash. I made sure we had an extra good group there. Now, 
if you want to leave and go to lunch alone somewhere else, that is 
up to you. 

Mr. Frates. Again, I want the Senator to realize we’re here at 
your convenience. It appears to me it’s not going to be a day’s session, 
it’s going to be a 2-day session. 

Mr. Dash. With the narrative, it has been very helpful. With 
specific questions, we can follow it up. 

Mr. Frates. If we may, if we can go, I would like for our group 
to go. The officers have been wonderful. If they can get us down 
there, and Mr. Rebozo down there, we can eat, when your Honors 
set a time to come back, we’ll come back. 

Senator Weicker. Then I would suggest that we recess until 2 
o’clock. 

Mr. Frates. Fine. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me ask you this : Would you have any objection 
if we reviewed during lunch hour the records you brought us so we 
can see whether or not 

Mr. Frates. I would rather not, Terry. We have done this before' 
and I can assure you we’re going to cooperate with you completely, 
but I think that is iust going to lead to 

Mr. Dash. In other words, you want a Senator in the room. 

Mr. Lenzner. We can abbreviate the session if we didn’t have to 
break 

Mr. Frates. That is what we have said several times, but it never 
worked that way. 

Senator Weicker. We’ll come back at 2 o’clock. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :10 p.m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
2 p.m. the same day.] 

Afternoon- Session 

* Senator Talmadge [presiding]. Mr. Rebozo has already been 
sworn. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, he has, ’Senator. 

Senator Taoiadge. Then we’ll proceed. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, did you have any official fund-raising 
responsibilities in 1969 when Mr. Danner began to discuss the Hughes 
contribution with you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The answer’ is “no.” 

Mr. Lenzner. During that period in 1969, did you on occasion have 
discussions with other individuals with regard to contributions for 
the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me, Mr. Lenzner. Senator Weicker, I guess 
I’ll direct this to you. It seems to me, again, we’re right back in 
1968, and I thought the chairman had — — 

Mr. Dash. I think his question was 

Senator Weicker. Let me say, I did not hear the question. What 
is the question? 

Mr. Lenzner. The question is, did you have discussions with other 
individuals, in addition to Mr. Danner, with regard to contributions 
for the 1972 campaign? 

Mr. Frates. All right. That question is all right. 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean in 

Mr. Greer. In 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean discussions with respect to raising money ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Senator Weicker. How about in respect to receiving money? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, neither one. I simply thought there may have 
been some casual conversation that he was alluding to, but no, I had 
no conversations with respect to soliciting or accepting contributions 
at that time. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me clarify it, then, because it’s not clear. What 
I was asking is, did you speak to any specific individuals other than 
Mr. Danner in 1969 with regard to specific contributions for the 1972 
election? That is what I meant to ask? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I probably spoke with Kalmbach sometime or 
other. I didn’t participate in requesting a contribution or accepting 
anv contribution in 1969. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you spoke to Mr. Kalmbach with regard to 

Mr. Rebozo. I said, I may have. I may have because I saw him 
whenever I went to California, and I mav have. He mav have men- 
tioned contributions. We discussed a wide variety of things from 
time to time, and that may have been mentioned. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Kalmbach ask you to see any specific 
individuals with regard to contributions — for the 1972 campaign, 
now? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think that later on, I don’t know whether it 
was 1969 or 1970 — it might have been 1970 — he asked me to make 
an appointment with him with a couple of people that T knew. One 
was Paul Gettv and another was Raymond Guest. 

Mr. Lenzner. Who was that, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. Raymond Guest. 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t even know who that is. 

Mr. Rebozo. He was Kennedy’s Ambassador to Ireland. 

Mr. Lenzner. I see. 

Mr. Frates. That’s a generation gap. 
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Mr. Lenzner. You said he requested sometime in 1969 or 1970 
for you to make an appointment for him to speak to those two 
individuals? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Any other individuals ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not that I can recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. And that was for the purpose of obtaining con- 
tributions for the 1972 election ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Had you been asked by anybody else to speak to 
Mr. Getty yourself? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. You had not been requested by anybody else to 
seek to obtain money from Mr. Getty ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if Mr. Kalmbach received contribu- 
tions ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I understand he did. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did those funds go to him and to you, or iust to 
Mr. Kalmbach ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Direct to the campaign committee, I think. 

Mr. Lenzner. Not to you, though, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if those were checks or cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know what the amounts were ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Senator Weicker. Off the record. 

TDiscussion off the record.] 

Senator Weicker. Back on the record. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, did I ask you what amounts those 
contributions were? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, you did. I said, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever have occasion to speak to the President 
with regard to those two contributions or contributors? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you can’t remember the exact day when those 
contributions came in, I take it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. But Mr. Kalmbach did report them to you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir; I don’t. I would imagine it was 1971 or — I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Frates. Let’s not start to guess. I’m sure you don’t want to 
guess. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you have no specific record? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when Mr. Danner and you met in San Clemente, 
Calif., do you recall, was that at his request or your request, that 
meeting ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I stated, I had finallv agreed to accept the 
contribution and he was going to bring it to Miami and I said, “well, 
I’m going out” — I think it was the following week — “to San Cle- 
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mente,” and I said, 
there.” 


“to save you a trip out here, I’ll get it out 


Mr. Lenzner. And he agreed to that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you on any occasion suggest to Mr. Danner 
that he ought to retain the funds until the Republican Finance Com- 
mittee was formed for the campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 


Mr. Lenzner. And did you ever suggest to him that a check would 
be more appropriate to use than using cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 


Mr. Lenzner. When you went to San Clemente on that occasion, 
did you know he was going to furnish you with cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. I assumed it, because that is what he offered before 
when I had turned it down. 


Mr. Lenzner. We have, Mr. Rebozo, some records from Mr. Danner 
on his telephone. I’m told that they do not reflect any calls just prior 
to July 3, 1970, to you. Is it possible that you called Mr. Danner and 
allowed us how you were going to be in San Clemente, if he wanted 
to be with you ? 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. I’ll ask Senator Weicker — he referred to 
records and some explanation of them. What records are those? His 
home or his phone, or all telephone calls, or does he deny that he 
talked to Mr. Rebozo? It seems to me you ought to delineate. 

Mr. Lenzner. We’re not getting into his testimony. I’ll state for 
the record, that we subpenaed and received what he described as his 
telephone bills, both from the hotel and, I believe, his residence, 
which did reflect a number of calls between Mr. Rebozo and Mr. 


Danner, but none immediately preceding — in fact, none in the 
month of July 1970 — or I’m sorry — or June 1970. The last phone 
call reflects his May 21, 1970, calls. What I’m asking you is, based 
on that record, is it conceivable that you called him ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall who called who. 

Mr. Dash. Could the record say that it would be possible that you 
did call him ? 


Mr. Rebozo. I guess it’s possible. That didn’t necessarily mean 
that I called him about this. We’ve been friends for over 30 years. 

Mr. Lenzner. So your recollection is not clear on that, is that fair 
to say, who called whom to set up the San Clemente meeting? 

Mr. Rebozo. [Shakes head in negative.] 

Mr. Lenzner. He did call you — I withdraw that question. Let me 
ask you this. You had luncheon, apparently, with Mr. Mitchell — 
this is from Mr. Mitchell’s diary — on May 28, 1970. Do you have 
any recollection of discussing with Mr. Mitchell the Hughes contribu- 
tion on that occasion? 

Mr. Rerozo. To this day, to this moment, I have never discussed the 
Hughes contribution with Mitchell, ever. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I hate to go back to this, but in 1968, when you 
went to New York to see Mr. Morgan and Mr. Danner, isn’t it true 
that you met with Mr. Mitchell at that time ? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I stated before, that was some sort of a conclave 
planning for the campaign and I met all these people. There wasn’t 
any specific meeting for the purpose of this type. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember being in Mr. Mitchell’s office with 
Mr. Danner and receiving a phone call from what you described, 
allegedly described, as a Hughes representative, that you interrupted 
the meeting, and when you came back into the meeting 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t remember that. 

Mr. Lenzner [continuing]. When you came back into the meeting, 
you allegedly said, and this is based on other evidence that we have, 
that the contribution would not, you could not go forward with 
accepting the contribution, and that Mr. Mitchell was present at that 
time ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t remember that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when Mr. Danner first gave you the funds in 
San Clemente on the first occasion, did you tell him what you were 
going to do with the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think I felt it was necessary. I don’t think I 
specifically did. He told me they were the same funds that he had 
earmarked for the campaign, that they had been in a vault, trying 
to get me to accept it all that time. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he tell you what vault, where they had been ? 

Mr. Rebozo. He may have mentioned it, but I don’t know. His 
office vault or something ; I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you did not tell him that you were going to put 
them in your safe-deposit box and retain them there? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I wasn’t that specific with him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, how soon after you— by the way, did you see 
the President yourself after you received the funds in San Clemente ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I’m sure I did, because I was staying at the guest 
cottage at his residence. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you advise the President 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. No, sir; I never discussed it with the President. 

Mr. Lenzner. I was going to ask you, did you advise the President 
that his friend, Mr. Danner, had been there ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have. As I said before, Danner may have even 
seen him and said hello to him. I don’t recall any such thing happen- 
ing, but it could have happened. I probably would have told him 
that Danner had been by. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of having a discussion 
with the President and Mr. Danner with regard to shows in Las 
Vegas and what seemed to be clean shows and what weren’t clean 
shows in terms of entertainment? 

Mr. Rebozo. We may have, but I don’t 

Mr. Lenzner. You have no recollection of that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you tell Mr. Danner that you would not tell the 
President about the contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m inclined to think he knew that already. I’m sure 
I didn’t specifically tell him that. At the appropriate time, of course, 
T intended to tell him. He knows the President pretty well, too. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you say, “he knew that,” you mean from his 
prior 

Mr. Rebozo. I would assume that he knew that, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you didn’t explicitly say that ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when you say, “at the appropriate time, you 
would tell the President,” what do you mean, “at the appropriate 
time” ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I intended telling him after the election, as I did in 
1968 with respect to previous contributions then. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was there any reason why you would wait until 
after the election to tell the President about the contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, those who have worked with the President 
closely, who know him well, know that he just doesn’t like to discuss 
these matters. Afterwards, he should know who helped. 

I was interviewed during one of the earlier sessions. 1 remember 
in 1960 when I was given money for him and directed to hand it to 
him. When I went to do it, he wouldn’t even touch it. He said, “Give 
it to Len Hall, the campaign manager.” 

Mr. Lenzner. So had you furnished the money to the campaign, 
you would have waited until after November and after the election to 
tell the President with regard to that money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that is true of most of those who knew him 
well and worked with him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, how soon after you received the money did you 
leave for Key Biscayne? 

Mr. Rebozo. I wouldn’t know without finding the plane ticket. I 
think the plane ticket indicated I went out on the first and probably 
was there a week. 

Mr. Lenzner. So where did you retain the funds after Mr. Danner 
gave them to you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. In my bag. 

Mr. Lenzner. In your bag in your room ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you told nobody else while you were in San 
Clemente that you had those funds with you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And then you brought them back on an airplane. 
How soon after you arrived in Key Biscayne — what did you do with 
them after you arrived in Kev Biscayne? 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. When you say “nobody else,” I don’t know 
how to interpret that. His testimony is he told no one at that stage 
about receiving it. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s what I mean. 

Mr. Frates. I thought you did. 

Mr. Lenzner Let me go back over that. 

Mr. Rebozo. I put it in the vault after that. 

Mr. Lenzner. What I was asking before, Mr. Frates, let me ask 
again. Did you advise anybody that was in San Clemente on about 
July 3, 1970. that you had, in fact, received $50,000 from Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. No ; I don’t think I did. I don’t know when I first — I 
may have told Rose Woods then, but I don’t know. I know I told her 
short! v after having received it, but it may not have been — it may 
have been later, because there just always isn’t a chance to be alone. 

Senator Weicker. If I could ask a question here. When Mr. Dan- 
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ner gave you the money at San Clemente, did he give it to you with 
the idea that this was for the President’s campaign of 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that is the understanding I had. 

Senator Weicker. Now, you have indicated that in the past, 
when similar situations have occurred, either in this campaign or 
the previous campaign, you would accept money but you would 
not tell the President until after the election. 

Mr. Rebozo. Normally, I turned it right in to the finance chairman. 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Rebozo. With a list. 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Rebozo. And I think he reported the contributions after the 
election and if I had occasion to mention it, I would do so, but after 
the election. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Now, in this particular instance, did you indicate 
the receipt of this money to the finance chairman or anybody con- 
nected with the finance committee ? 

Mr. Rebozo. There was no finance chairman at the time. That is 
why I put it in the vault. You see, I received the money in the middle 
of 1970, and the finance chairman wasn’t named until 1972. 

Senator Weicker. But you wouldn’t have, for instance, indicated 
to the treasurer of the Republican National Committee or any other 
ongoing entity that you received the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask right now, have you ever had occa- 
sion, before or since, to hold a campaign contribution in your safe- 
deposit box, of this nature ? 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean to hold — you say “of this nature.” To hold 
it for some time, vou mean? 

Mr. Lexzner. Yes, sir, following up on Senator Weicker ’s question. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. If I got contributions and put them in there, I 
turned them in at the earliest date. I took some up at one time and 
took some up in 1968. 

Mr. Lenzker. I couldn’t hear you. 

Mr. Rebozo. I took some up in 1968 that I had and I was holding 
it temporarily. 

Mr. Lenzner. But that was before the election, I take it. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And shortly after you received the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you had kept, I take it, funds in this same safe- 
deposit box — that is, political contributions — on prior occasions be- 
fore you put Mr. Danner’s money in there? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think what I told you was that I used — we 
have three boxes that I have access to. Sometimes, if I were going into 
the box and the bank was busy, rather than tie up everybody, if I 
had something for two or three boxes, I might put it all in one and 
transfer it later. Whenever I was going north, then I would take 
out what I wanted to turn in. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, maybe we ought to get clear for the record, 
you had three boxes. You say now you used all three boxes to hold 
pol iti cal contributions ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No. no. I don’t know what I put in — I have one box, 
my personal box. One box is the director’s box, and this other box 
here that I have shared with my attorney for many years. What I’m 
saying is that from time to time — I don’t go into the vault that 
often. From time to time, when I go in, I’ll have things in my 
drawer, stock certificates or whatever, and might have something — 
maybe I had a contribution — and I just put them in. Maybe I put 
them in the contribution box until some other time when I’m ready 
to take them out and deliver them, and transfer whatever I had in 
that other box when I needed to go in there. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you say contribution box, you mean the box 
that was shared with Mr. Wakefield? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Yes, that is a misnomer, because it is a box that 
had other documents in it — my will and stock certificates and a 
variety of things like that. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was box 224 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when you had contributions in there on prior 
occasions, did you use a similar recordkeeping thing ? In other words, 
when you previously had cash as contributions, had you written 
instructions on the container? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. It wasn’t necessary, you see, because any other con- 
tributions came in during the campaign and it was already set up. 
This was the only contribution that came in before there was a 
campaign director or finance chairman named. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, if a campaign contribution came in, 
on prior occasions, you just put it in a box, but you wouldn’t make any 
written notation with regard to that contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes. I think that I always notified the finance office 
that so and so had made a contribution, because I wanted him to be 
acknowledged at the earliest date, and rather than just jump on a plane 
and run up there, I would wait, because I went up there frequently 
enough and took it with me. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you would just correspond and your correspond- 
ence would be the record of the contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think a lot of it was done by phone. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when you — did you go immediately to the bank 
when you got to Key Biscayne and put the money into your safe- 
deposit box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe so. I don’t recall when I got into town. When 
I came in at night, I couldn’t have. I would have kept it at home that 
night and put it in the next day. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you put it into safe deposit box 224 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner [continuing]. And it was in an unsealed envelope and 
you still had not unsealed it at that time. 

Mr. Rebozo. In a sealed envelope. 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, you’re absolutely right, in a sealed envelope 
that you had not unsealed. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you, at the same time that you put the 
envelope in, did you also write on the envelope the materials that 
you previously described? 


Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. I'm not sure we have the record. What, exactly, 
did you say on the envelope ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think I said something like : 

Addressed to Thomas Wakefield. In the event something happens to me, 
please see that the contents herein are delivered to the Finance Chairman for 
the Re-election of the President or the Campaign Director, when named. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you indicate from whom the funds had 
been received ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you, at the same time, prepare a letter for your 
director’s box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think the letter may have been a month, may have 
been a couple of weeks, I just don’t know. At one time, when I was 
in the director’s box for some other things and it suddenly occurred 
to me that I had other notes in there, and I want to change my will — 
my lawyer gets after me for trying to do that by separate note. But 
anyway, I put things in there where he can readily get them. I think 
it was a short time afterwards that it occurred to me that — why not 
just double it up with that in case something happens to me and if 
he had to go to the director’s box, he would go there first. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember what that letter said ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The same thing. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you know — do you have any recollection of 
whether that was a typed letter or 

Mr. Rebozo. Handwritten. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you tell Mr. Wakefield that that letter was in 
the director’s box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think I did. I think I did; I’m not sure. I 
know that I told him about the other box and he had a duplicate 
key to it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Had you advised him that the contribution was in 
224 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t tell him it was a contribution. I simply told 
him there were some important documents in there that I wanted 
him to take care of immediately. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was there any reason why you didn’t want Mr. 
Wakefield, your counsel, to know that you had a contribution in there 
in case anything happened to you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I didn’t think it made a difference. He didn’t 
ask. He wasn’t involved in the campaign. I felt that my notes had 
served the purpose intended. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you notes also indicate that Mr. Danner had 
been the one to provide you the money if any question had come up ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. My letter may have said that it was a contribution 
from Howard Hughes, but I don’t recall the exact wording of the 
whole thing now. 

Mr. Dash. I understand, at this point, Mr. Rebozo, you had made 
up your mind to accept it, thinking that there was no longer a serious 
problem, and there had not yet come another time when you had 
thought that there may be a problem. So at this time, there would 
be no reason for you to want to keep secret, other than your prior 
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practice of not telling the President, the fact that this contribution 
had been made? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably that and my practice of being a very private 
person until the last few months. 

Senator Weicker. Did you intend, at that time, to turn it over to 
the appropriate finance committee for the campaign of 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. That was your intention at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any specific recollection of other docu- 
ments being in 224 when you put the envelope in ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Gee, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. You have no recollection like that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not at this stage, because things get moved around. 
I don’t have any specific recollection. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall — did an officer of the bank have to 
go' with you when you put that contribution in ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. How long after you put it in did you have occasion 
to go into that box again and see the envelope ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Gee, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did there come a time — you can’t estimate at 
all how long it was before you had occasion to go back into the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. sir; I don’t know. 

Senator Weicker. Was there a time between when you put that 
envelope with the money into the box and when you put the second 
amount of money into the box that you went into the box? As I 
understand from this morning’s testimony, is there a 2-month 
interval ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That is right. My guess is there is about 2 months’ 
difference. I probably had occasion to go in there. 

I don’t know whether in that timeframe — we had a property down 
there that I have a lot of stock in and a lot of stock certificates, 
and they were in an envelope in there, too, because if I were out of 
town and we had a contract to sell the property, if I were out of 
town, my attorney would have needed that. So it was in there. I 
don’t know when I went in or out. 

Mr. Lenzner. You say that contract was in the box at the time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not the contract. My stock certificates with stock 
powers were in the manila envelope — in a manila envelope. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, the record seems to indicate that Danner, 
although Mr. Rebozo has no clear recollection, it was August 19 or 
20 of 1973 for the second trip. 

Mr. Lenzner. You mean 1970 ? 

Mr. Frates. 1970. Did I say 1973? 1970 was the second trip made 
to Key Biscayne. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did there come a time when you did go back into the 
box. though, to open this envelope finally and count the monev? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes — no, I didn’t count the money. But at one time. 
I thought I ought to take a look at it and I saw it had Las Vegas 
wrappers on it, so T took them off and put rubber bands on it — 
again concerned about how it might be misinterpreted. 
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Senator Weicker. Was this between the first group of money and 
the second group or collection ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. 

Senator Weicker. If you had done that the first time, would it have 
been logical to do it a second time, if it came from the same source? 

Mr. Rebozo. It might have been after the second group. I don’t 
recall exactly. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did all the cash have wrappers that said Las Vegas? 
What you’re saying is all 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. As I recall, they were all from a Las Vegas 
bank. Actually, that’s the one of the factors that made me feel that 
I didn’t have to worry about it being skimmed money or something 
drawn from the bank. 

Mr. Lenzner. So neither of the cash contributions had wrappers 
that indicated that it came from any of the casinos or the hotel ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I’m sorry I didn’t leave them on. 

Mr. Lenzner. But the answer is “No, they didn’t”? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall the name of the bank that it had ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. All it had was the name of the bank, and said, 
“Las Vegas, Nev.” 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I just saw “Las Vegas” and the bank and that 
was all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Could you explain on the record to Senator Weicker 
why you decided to remove the wrappers ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, just because of the stigma that is applied 

Senator Weicker. I think he already has. 

Mr. Rebozo [continuing]. To anything from Las Vegas. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you concerned about people possibly proceed- 
ing with what you call skimmed money from the casinos? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I tell you, at first, I had some consternation about 
it, but as I talked to them more and as I was told that the money 
came from Hughes’ privately owned casino and that taxes were paid 
on it, and I could see no reason to doubt that. 

Mr. Lenzner. That you were advised by Mr. Danner with regard 
to that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think Danner told me that that was one of 
one — during one of the numerous discussions, I don’t know, I may 
have felt that I had some apprehension about that and volunteered 
it. I don’t know how it came out, but that is the story that I got. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Now, between the time — as I understand your testi- 
mony, you’re not sure whether you took the wrappers off the first 
money you received before Mr. Danner brought you the second 
amount ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. My inclination is to think that I hadn’t 
even looked at the money at that time. When the second one came 
in, that’s when I first looked at it, I believe, and saw those wrappers, 
and I knew. 

Mr. Lenzxer. How soon after the first contribution do you think 
you got the second contribution ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I think it was a matter of weeks. It could have been 
3 months. 

Mr. Lenzner. Three months ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been 3 months, it could have been 6 
weeks. I really don’t know. I think I saw something where Danner 
had indicated it was in August and that would be correct. 

Mr. Lenzxer. How was that meeting arranged, Mr. Rebozo ? 
Could you describe that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I recall, I didn’t even know he was bringing 
any money on that trip. I think he just probably called and said he 
was coming down, or that he called me when he got there. He comes 
down quite frequently — not to see me. As I said, his mother lives in 
Florida; he lived there many, many years. I ran into him once at 
the golf course at Key Biscayne and I didn’t even know he was in 
town. He was playing golf in my backyard. But he’s an old friend 
of Senator Smathers, and he visited him. He lives in Key Biscayne. 
So I don’t know what different times we had discussions about 
various things. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, what I was getting at, did there come a time 
when you became aware of the fact that he was going to deliver 
another $50,000 in cash ? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I said, just now, I really don’t remember him 
telling me he was going to do it. 

Mr. Lenzxer. I see. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m inclined to think he just brought it. I could be 
mistaken, but I don’t recall any arrangement on that. I recall the first 
one. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, after the first deliver}', did you expect a 
second delivery of money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that he had indicated that there would be 
more. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he indicate how much more? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzner. And when he came the second time, did he come to 
your house ? I mean when he came to deliver it at Key Biscayne, was 
it at your home, or is it your recollection it was at the bank ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. He probably came to the bank. He 
probably came in the daytime. 

Mr. Lexzner. Again, I don’t want — is this your best recollection, 
or are you guessing on this? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, both. 

Mr. Lexzxer. I mean, do you have a recollection of seeing him 
physically with the funds in the bank? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. As I said, he probably did. I’m conjecturing I 
guess. I don’t know whether he gave it to me at home or at the bank, 
but my guess would be that he brought it to the bank. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was anybody else present when he delivered the 
money to you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. How was it packaged ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The same way as the first one. 

Mr. Lenzxee. Did you open that envelope at the time ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. What did you do with the envelope % 

Mr. Rebozo. Put it in the box. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Danner 
with regard to the purpose of the fund at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did he tell you how much was in the envelope? 

Mr. Rebozo. He may have. It was the same size envelope and prob- 
ably weighed about the same. 

Mr. Lexzxer. So when you put the second envelope in, you’re not 
sure whether you knew there was a total of $100,000 in the box or not ? 

Mr. Rebozo. He probably told me that there was another 50. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you make any notations on the envelope that 
would reflect any new information at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. On that, I think I just put a rubber band around it 
and put it in the box and later put a rubber band around them. I 
don’t recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. But you didn’t add anything to the letter in the 
director’s box or on the envelope itself ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I may have written Wakefield’s name on it, too. 
I really don’t recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Was Mr. Maheu present on that occasion with Mr. 
Danner ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; he was never there when Danner gave me the 
money on either occasion. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Do you have any recollection, though, of advising or 
making a statement in 1973 that Mr. Maheu was present with Mr. 
Danner when the money was delivered to you in Florida? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think what you’re referring to is at one point, 
I said that I thought that- on one of Danner’s visits, Maheu was with 
him at the hotel, but not with him when he delivered the funds. 

Mr. Lexzxer. At the hotel in Florida ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes; I think he was with him there. 

Mr. Lexzxer. So the answer is, you have no recollection of making 
that statement in 1973, that Maheu was with Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, and I’m pretty positive I didn’t make the 
statement. 

Mr. Dash. Terry, did you get into the question — there was a 
time, as I understand it, you went, when you opened the envelope to 
look at the money, and then you took the wrapper off. There was a 
time you mentioned this morning that you took the box into your 
office and you broke, you put it into other envelopes. Was that the 
same time, the time you took the wrappers off ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I had done that previously. 

Mr. Dash. In other words, you had done what previously? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe I had taken the wrappers off previously. 

Mr. Dash. Previously. Then, when was the time that you toot 
the box into your office and put the money into different envelopes? 

Mr. Rebozo. Somewhere in there when I decided that the letter 
and the message were no longer appropriate. So I took the box into 
my office to switch it and I didn’t have any big envelopes, so T just 
put it in this oversized manila brown envelope. 
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Mr. Dash. Can you recall when that occurred, Mr. Rebozo? You 
say it occurred at a time when you — I think you said “switched the 
signals,” or you were concerned? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I was asked that question before and I still don’t 
recall. 

Mr. Dash. You did mention this morning once, and I don’t know 
whether this refreshes your recollection, you did think it may have 
been at the time of the Watergate problem. I think you said this 
morning — could that have been after the break-in of the Watergate, 
when all the news was 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I changed the signals principally because 
of the Hughes problems at Las Vegas. I was — because of the violent 
Harelip between Maheu and Danner, and both of them had to be in 
on this, I didn’t want to risk even the remotest embarrassment about 
any Hughes connection with Nixon. I was convinced that it cost the 
President the 1960 election and didn’t help him in 1962 in California. 

Drew Pearson had gone out there during the 1962 campaign and 
spent 2 weeks out there and every day, he was talking about that. 

Mr. Dash. Was it your concern, when you say the Hughes flareup 
that ultimately got Maheu fired, was it your concern that maybe this 
$100,000 would be claimed to be not an authorized expenditure from 
the Hughes funds? Was that the concern? I’m trying to pinpoint 
what the concern was. 

Mr. Rebozo. The concern, I think, was principally any disclosure 
that the President had received Hughes money — not because, again 
I want to repeat, that I thought there was anything Avrong Avith it. 
but because of the way the previous loan had been handled and 
kicked around for all those years. 

Mr. Dash. But if there had been no flareup at all, you had made 
up your mind at the time you received the money that it Avas all 
right to receive it, and you put “HH” on the envelope and you were 
going to, I guess, Avhen there Avas a finance committee, to turn it 
over and give Hughes credit for it. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Dash. So you had no concern, then, that it was a Hughes 
contribution. So it Avasn’t just the Hughes money, Avas it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t follow you. 

Mr. Dash. I’m saving vou had made a decision when vou received 
the money that it was all right to receive it. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right . 

Mr. Dash. That Avould haA^e been a recognition that once you gaA^e 
it o\ T er to the campaign organization, that Hughes money Avas going 
into the President’s campaign. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Dash. That didn’t bother you at that point? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. but you’ll recall that at that time, thev didn’t 
have to report those funds that were turned in. I’m sure that Hughes 
probably didn’t care about it being reported. He Avas giving to both 
sides. 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask this question : When did you abandon 
your intention to turn this over to a finance committee ? You said you 
accepted it Avith the intention of turning it over, so when did you 
abandon your intention to turn it over ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Somewhere along in — when the Hughes flareup came 
about, I thought that maybe it would blow over, but it got worse 
and then they got involved in suing each other. Then I realized that 
it was bound to create some embarrassment, because somewhere, 
along the line, somebody was going to bring it up. 

Senator Weicker. I think what might be confusing Sam Dash, as 
it confuses me, is that there are two different situations that seem 
to have caused you concern : One in the past, one that occurred after 
you received the money. In other words, that which related to — I’m 
not familiar with these facts — the loan to Nixon, et cetera, that 
related to the 1960 and 1962 campaign, and then that situation which 
actually occurred when you had the money, which was a blowup 
between the various factions in the Hughes empire. Is this correct, 
Sam ? 

Mr. Dash. Yes, that was the area. That is where I was a little 
confused. It was as to what was the real concern. It apparently was 
of no concern, when you received the money, to receive the Hughes 
money, but you have said that’s because you didn’t have to report it. 

Mr. Rebozo. There was considerable concern when I received the 
money. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, but you said 

Mr. Rebozo. Finally, there was no problem, and they were bugging 
me to take it. 

Mr. Frates. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Dash. You did come to the conclusion that it was all right 
finally; and that is between that time and when }mu again got 
worried. Is it your position that you were satisfied to accept it, but 
you were also satisfied, since this was appearing and you didn’t 
have to report it, that it wouldn’t come out that it was Hughes money, 
because if you turned it over to the campaign organization, they 
wouldn’t have to report it as a Hughes contribution, so this would 
be sort of an anonymous gift. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Frates. Senator. I’m sure we all recall, but a lot of events 
had passed until the Hughes thing broke up and it was a pretty 
dramatic and interesting thing, as you recall, with a lot of repercus- 
sions. The whole empire then was fighting each other. I think it was 
in that context. 

Senator Weicker. I understand that. Could I just ask for an an- 
swer to the question, then, when did you decide not to turn this 
money in to the appropriate finance committee ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It had to be somewhere between Thanksgiving of 
1970 and February or March of 1972. when the committee was 
appointed. As matters got worse and worse and the publicity to go 
with it, along with the Clifford Irving thing and the interview with 
Hughes on the telephone, where he called Maheu a thief and I had 
heard that Maheu was fired and Danner was kept on, Maheu got 
mad at Danner. When you get family squabbles sometimes, they 
shoot from the hip in every direction and I thought that I just 
didn’t want anything, even remotely, to reflect on the campaign. 
Tin fortunate! v, the Hughes name had almost become a stigma with 
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respect to campaign contributions because of this previous issue, 
which really was not a campaign contribution issue. It was a loan 
to the President’s mother, not his brother. 

Senator Weicker. Did you discuss with anybody on the finance 
committee or Mr. Danner the fact that you had these mental reser- 
vations relative to turning over the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t discuss it with Danner, and I discussed it, 
of course, later after the campaign. I just kept thinking, hoping, 
that maybe something. would straighten out and that we would be 
able to do 

Mr. Dash. If I may, I want to follow this one bit. You made the 
decision after the fiareup, and recognizably, when people fall out, 
people start talking. Apparently, you were concerned about the dan- 
ger that somebody then may raise the question of the contribution 
and, therefore, you didn’t put it into the campaign. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. I don’t think that is— that’s not a correct 
summary. I think not the contribution, but what each might be say- 
ing about the contribution. 

Mr. Dash. Whatever it is, the fact is that $100,000 from Hughes 
had been given to you for the President. This could be very embar- 
rassing if that came out. You got to feel that because of the squabble. 
But wouldn’t it have been true that, whether you sent it by with- 
holding it from the campaign organization and yet holding onto it, 
you faced the same danger of, say Mahon or somebody saying that 
that $100,000 had been paid over. In other words, the fact that it 
occurred. So that whether you gave it to the campaign or held onto 
it, the danger that there would be an exposure that that contribution 
had been made was still going to happen. 

Mr. Rebozo. Except that I still had the money in its identical form. 

Mr. Dash. You had the money. 

Senator Weicker. In other words if I can just get a complete 
answer, you did not discuss what to do with the monev with anv- 
body. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, that was purely my decision, just as it was my 
decision to hold it and see what happened. I did tell the President’s 
secretary only because I felt that somebody should know about it 
in case something happened to me and I wanted the appropriate 
ones to get the credit for it. 

Senator Weicker. All right, now, let me be very careful on this 
Point. From the time of the receipt of the last $50,000, you did not 
discuss this $100,000 contribution with anybody, with the exception, 
as you have noted, of the President’s secretary. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Senator Weicker. And with the exception of the — I’m talking 
about that time when there is $100,000 in the safe — and with the 
exception of the instructions in the envelope and on the envelope in 
the bank in Key Biscayne. Ts that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir, that’s correct. 

Senator Weicker. Those would be the only two sources? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Now, there were newspaper stories to the effect, 
way back then, that Hughes had given me $100,000. 

Senator Weicker. I’m talking about as far* as voir re concerned. 
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As far as- you’re concerned, if you had passed off the face of the 
earth, there were only two persons that would have known, Rose 
Mary Woods and the written instructions in the vault. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Senator Weicker. Now, at what time did the written instructions 
get eliminated ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I’ve heard so many stories about someone 

Senator Weicker. No, this is yours ; I don’t want any news stories 
or reports. I just want your best recollection. If you can’t remember, 
then say that. 

Mr. Rebozo. I can’t remember. 

Senator Weicker. So when that event occurred, whenever it was, 
then the only person that had any knowledge, aside from yourself, 
was the President’s secretary ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Feates. Senator, I think again, for the record, I’m sure that 
up to that date — in other words, there was a subsequent date, of 
course, where it was revealed and discussed and returned. 

Senator Weicker. That’s absolutely understood. Counsel is en- 
tirely correct. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I discussed that with several people afterwards, 
about the return of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. OK. Up to that- point, as I understand it, there 
were just those instructions and Miss Woods. And as I understand 
it, you set the date of when you decided not to furnish the funds 
to the campaign at approximately March of 1972 — or have I mis- 
understood that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I didn’t say that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Approximately when did you decide not to furnish 
the funds to the campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. I decided to just hold them and see if this matter 
cleared up and when it didn’t clear up, then we decided to return 
them. That was maybe March of 1973. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s when you decided to return them? 

Mr. Rebozo. Somewhere along in there. I don’t know the exact 
date. 

Mr. Lenzner. So what you’re saying is that— but you held through 
the November election, with the hope that things would clear up 
and you could then turn them over, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. What I said was that then I could turn them 
over to appropriate committees for congressional races and so forth. 

Senator Weicker. Of 1974, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you held that feeling until March of 1973, 
when you decided that you had to return the funds back to Hughes ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, during that period of time, did you ever count 
the funds prior to returning the money? Did you have occasion to 
go into your safe deposit box and actually count how much money 
was in there? 

Mr. Rebozo. I never counted it until the day it was inventoried 
to return it. And I didn’t count it then, the others did. 
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Mr. Lenzxer. All right. Now, sir, as I understand it, we have 
three contacts with the safe deposit box : When you first put the 
money in, the first contribution in ; when you put the second con- 
tribution in ; at some point later on, you opened the box and — I’m 
not sure if I got this straight — you changed the envelopes. 

Senator Wetcker. No, that’s not true. He testified that he took 
the wrappers off. 

Mr. Lexzner. The first thing you did is you took the wrappers 
off and you put the money in rubber bands. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. On that occasion, did you put the money back into 
the envelopes which had the instructions to Wakefield'? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe so — no, I don’t know. I really don’t know 
whether I did it then — yes. I must have, because at that point — -I 
believe at that* point — I assumed that they were going into the cam- 
paign. So I don’t know when — I think" the instructions were on 
there all along. 

Mr. Lenzner. So when you, sometime after you got the second 
contribution 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m really trying to be specific, and if I sound vague 
it’s because the only reason that I have as good a recall about these 
instances is because we’ve been hashing them over now for so long 
and some of these dates come to mind. But I really don’t know the 
timeframe involved. 

Mr. Lenzner. Right now, I’m just asking if you have a recollec- 
tion that when you took the wrappers off and put the rubberbands 
around the money, that you put the money back into the original 
envelopes with the Wakefield instructions or into the new envelopes? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, there did come a time, then, when you took 
the money out again — I take it on a fourth occasion — and" put the 
money into different envelopes? At some point, you did that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I did that when I wanted to eliminate the instructions 
on the envelope. That was the sole purpose of changing envelopes. 

Mr. Lexzner. And as I understand it, on that occasion you de- 
stroyed the original envelopes and put the money then into four or 
five other envelopes. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that’s right. 

Mr. Lexzner. And did you count the number of packages on that 
occasion ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I separated them. As I recall I put them in the 
several other smaller envelopes and put a band around each of those 
so that, at all times, the two 50’s would remain segregated, and 
they inventoried that way on the inventory which you have. 

Mr. Lexzxer. But as I understand it, the money w r as broken up 
into four or five envelopes? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. How could you tell which envelope went with the 
shipment and which with the second? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, the money first was in two enveloeps, just as it 
was given to me. It was broken out when I moved them into the 
envelopes, emptied them out, put them into several envelopes, sealed 
them, put the rubberband around them, and then did the other. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Did you make any markings on the envelopes — the 
new envelopes? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have done the same thing, put “HH,” but I 
don’t 

Mr. Lenzner. No other markings, other than that? 

Mr. Rebozo [continuing]. But I don’t really recall. 

Mr. Lenzner. How could you tell, after you put them into those 
other envelopes, which was the first shipment of money and which 
was the second shipment of money? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. I think that — I don’t know if I had 
it correct or not. I was principally interested in separating the two, 
so I really don’t know that I could positively say which was first 
and which was the second. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, you’ve described this incident as, you said, 
changing signals. Do you have any recollection of approximately 
when you did this and why you did it? 

I mean, you had these instructions on for Mr. Wakefield. Why 
did you suddenly want to 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I thought I explained that. What do you mean 
there? 

Mr. Lexzner. I’m trying to get at what you mean by changing 
signals. 

Mr. Frates. Well, Senator, we did go into that, but I think the 
quickest way is to explain it and do it again. But I think that ques- 
tion was asked and answered at least twice. 

Mr. Rebozo. I, as you recall, said that when the incidents began 
fermenting out at the Hughes organization, then I realized that we 
may not want- to use those funds in the campaign. Somewhere in 
there is when I changed signals, as you express it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you advise Mr. Wakefield of the change? 

Mr. Rebozo. There was no reason to. He had the instructions. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, he had the same instructions, to turn the 
money over to the campaign if anything happened to you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. When we put it in the smaller 
envelopes, 1 don’t think that the instructions were there. It was later 
that I found the envelope in the other place. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you destroyed the other letter? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. In the director’s box? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, if something had happened to you after that, 
what instructions did Mr. Wakefield have as to what to do with 
those funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that could have been a problem. 

Mr. Lenzner. But is it not accurate to say that he had no in- 
structions with regard to those funds if something happened to you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think that all I told him was that the instruc- 
tions in there were to follow instructions as they were listed there. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, if you had an unfortunate 

Mr. Rebozo. You’re getting into details that at the time didn’t 
seem like they would be significant. I naturally don’t chronologically 
piece everything together like perhaps I should be able to, but I 
can’t. 


31-889 0 - 74 - 21 


9992 


Mr. Lenzner. What I was trying to figure out was, was there a 
period of time, though, when, if something happened to you un- 
fortunately, Mr. Wakefield would not have known — he would have 
found the money later but would not have had any instructions on 
what to do with the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. It’s possible, I don’t know if I might have told him 
to call Rose or what. I may have told him that, I really don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. You think you may have told Wakefield to call 
Miss Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have, but I really don’t know. I know I didn’t 
have any written instructions left in there. 

Mr, Lenzner. After the blow-up with Mr. Maheu, did you have 
occasion to call Mr. Danner and request instructions from him on 
what to do with the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever have occasion to call him and ask 
him what was going on with regard to the conflict out there and 
how it affected 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I didn’t have to do that. I saw him on occasion, 
and naturally, that was a topic of conversation at that time. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever ask him if you should or should not 
keep the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And he never told you, I take it, then, that it’s OK, 
Mr. Rebozo, you keep the funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not until I tried to return them and tried to get 
him to take them and he was reluctant to take them back. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was in 1973, though? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was later. 

Mr. Lenzner. In 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever have occasion to call him after the 
Anderson article, which was on, I think, August 6, 1971? 

Mr. Rebozo. If I called him, it was coincidentally. It wouldn’t 
have been because of the Anderson column. I’m one of the few 
people who don’t place a lot of credence in those columns. 

Mr. Dash. But that was correct, that column. That story was 
true, wasn’t it? I mean the fact 

Mr. Rebozo. I mean I just don’t read it because of my 

Mr. Dash. Were you aware of that column? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I read it now and then. If somebody points 
something out to me. 

Mr. Dash. Following the question, up to that point, there had 
been no public disclosure and this Anderson disclosure 

Mr. Rebozo. I think he wrote about it two or three times, and I 
think there were other columns or something. 

Mr. Dash. Now, since you had wanted to keep this, as a private 
man, and also you were concerned about these matters, then you 
saw it in the column; you were not the one who revealed this, ob- 
viously, to Mr. Anderson. The only persons who knew it now were 
Rose Mary Woods and, of course, banner, who gave it to you. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me, Mr. Dash. And Maheu and the Hughes 
organization. They certainly may have. 
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Mr. Dash. Certainly, others in the Hughes corporation. Did it 
occur to you to want to call to find out what was going on? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. But Maheu, of course, knew about it and he 
was having this problem with Hughes and, I understand, IRS, and 
he was a friend of Morgan’s — had him on a retainer. I felt that is 
where it all came from. All that did was fan the fire that I was 
already trying to tend. 

Mr. Dash. As a matter of fact, though, even though he wrote 
about that in that column, there wasn’t any pickup on that. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Dash. That sort of died, didn’t it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Right. No one ever asked me about that. 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask you this: You referred to the fact 
that your actions, relative to the money, were influenced by the 
problems of the Hughes organization, and then later, the Clifford 
Irving business, et cetera. At any time, were the matters of Water- 
gate, as they became public, an influence on your decisions as to 
what to do with the money? And if so, when? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, Watergate came along in 1972. 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Dash. June 17, 1972. 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think if anything, the Watergate thing must have 
confirmed the inadvertent wisdom of my apprehensions. But the 
main problem 

Senator Weicker. In what way? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, by now, there were even problems involving 
the finance committee, so it made matters that much worse. I really 
was in a dilemma about what to do about it. I finally consulted 
with a few people and then tried to get him to take it back and 
had a hard time doing that. 

Senator Weicker. When you say you consulted with a few peo- 
ple, who would you consult with? 

Mr. Rebozo. I talked to several people that I have a lot of con- 
fidence in, lawyers and 

Mr. Dash. Fixing that time, though, it was sometime in 1973, 
wasn’t it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, in 1973. 

Senator Weicker. No, this isn’t quite the same thing at all. We 
arrived at a deadline of that point when the money is returned. I’m 
sort of in between the period of June 1972, when the Watergate 
thing occurred, and — what’s the date the money was returned? 

Mr. Lehzner. June 

Mr. Frates. 27. 

Mr. Lexzxer [continuing]. Of 1973. 

Senator Weicker. When you say you discussed this matter of 
what to do with the funds — there is this time span of a year. 

Mr. Dash. When was that ? 

Mr. Frates. I think the Senator’s question is: Was the Watergate 
affair having some impact on his action? 

Senator Weicker. Which I gather he answered, yes. it did. 

Mr. Frates. I think so. 
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Sena/tor Weicker. In the course of that answer, he indicated that 
he discussed with others what he should do, and I’m asking who he 
discussed that with. 

Mr. Rebozo. I discussed it with Bill Griffin, who is a New York 
lawyer, a fellow whom I have a lot of respect for. I think I dis- 
cussed it with my accountant, and I discussed it with Gemmill, 
Kenneth Gemmill. I don’t recall who else, but I was getting opin- 
ions from a few people that I trusted, and they said, well, the best 
thing to do is to give it back. 

Senator Weicker. And of course, you have indicated that your 
concerns were of a political nature, as to any unfavorable impact 
that might relate to the President, both as to the Hughes matter 
and then Watergate came along. Was anybody, in other words, aside 
from these gentlemen, of a political bent that you turned to for 
advice? Since it had become — it wasn’t a matter of your personal 
financial concern, it was a matter of concern that you had vis-a-vis 
the President. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Yet those individuals that you’re discussing 
now are ones that you might logically turn to if this were your 
personal concern. That’s why I asked the question of you as to 
whether or not there were those individuals of a political bent that 
you discussed it with. 

Mr. Rebozo. I mentioned it to the President, too, and he thought 
I ought to give it back. 

Senator Weicker. When was that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. It was probably early 1973, I would 
guess. 

Senator Weicker. When you say early 1973 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been March. 

Senator Weicker. Of 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Was this mentioned — obviously, this was a mat- 
ter of deep concern to you. This is not the type of thing that comes 
up in a casual conversation. Did you make a specific appointment 
with the President to discuss this matter? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I sometimes save up things to discuss with the 
President, because during all this period, he was certainly busy 
with a lot of very important decisions, and I never want to throw 
something else in the pot that further would tend to clutter his 
thinking or have him be concerned about me. He worries more about 
his friends than he does about himself. 

So I just waited for an appropriate time and mentioned it, and 
he just that quick said, “You ought to give it back.” Immediately 
he said that. 

Senator Weicker. You mean that was the extent of the conver- 
sation? You described it and all he said was, “Give it back”? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Senator Weicker. He didn’t inquire at all as to the history of this 
situation ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. Well, I had already told him that at this point. 

Mr. Lenzner. I was getting into these contacts at the safe deposit 
box. Let me ask you with regard to Senator Weicker’s question, as 
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I understand it, you consulted two attorneys and then sought the 
President’s advice and decided to give the money back immediately 
after that. Is that accurate? And your accountant — I’m sorry. And 
that basically it. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes — no, I may have discussed it with some others. 

Mr. Lenzner. I mean right after — — 

Mr. Rebozo. It was no secret anymore. There was no reason for 
it to be a secret. It had to come out someway or other and it was 
just a question of getting the best advice I could get. I still had 
hopes, futilely, that maybe the money could be used to help in some 
campaigns. 

Mr. Dash. I don’t think the record shows very clearly — I think 
you have now said the time is around the time you spoke to the 
President, I think you said around March of 1973. That was around 
the time you spoke to some other persons. Could you just pin down, 
generally, when the first time was that you spoke to anybody about 
this concern — Mr. Gemmill, Mr. Griffin? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was all in that period. 

Mr. Dash. In early 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you have any other contacts with the money in 
the box other than the ones you have already described, before you 
got back to the question of returning it, in 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I’ve said, I go into those boxes from time 
to time. When you say contact with the money, I might have opened 
the box to put in or take out something else, but I don’t know if 
you call that contact with the money. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I wonder if we can take a 10-minute break. 

Senator Weicker. Yes, why don’t we take a 10-minute break? 

[A brief recess was taken.] 

Senator Weicker. Are we all set? 

Come to order. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, prior to the time that you had the 
money returned to the Hughes people in 1973, did you ever on 
occasion remove the money from the safe deposit box for any period 
of time ? 


Mr. Frates. Excuse me. With the exception of what he has stated 
he took into his office in the box, with that exclusion. We want to 
be sure he understands. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me clarify by saying, did you ever take the 
money or have the money taken out of the bank physically prior to 
1 973 ? 


Mr. Rebozo. No, no. The money remained all that time, the money 
remained in the box all that time. This is why I thought — I read 
about all of the sophisticated equipment that the FBI has and I 
thought they could test it and prove that it had been locked up 
all that time. 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask a question in that regard, Mr. 
Rebozo. That is this : Did you request an FBI investigation or an 
FBI presence when the money was counted, or did you request the 
presence of Mr. Whitaker, who was a member of the FBI, but was 
asked to be present as a friend, rather than in an official capacity ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, Mr. Whitaker is agent in charge. 
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Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Rebozo. So I just went to the top man. It happens that I 
know him, but I’ve lived there 55 years. I know a lot of people. 

Senator Weicker. So when you asked him to be present at the 
counting of the money, you asked him to be present in an official 
capacity, is that right? 

Mr. Rebozo. He asked me what I wanted him to do with the re- 
port and I said, “You do whatever you’re supposed to do.” 

Senator Weicker. What do you mean? 

Mr. Rebozo. He asked me, what do you want me to do with this 
report, that I’ve got? 

Senator Weicker. Let me just drop back a little bit. I’m asking 
about the request of Mr. Whitaker to be present. Never mind after 
you got through with the counting. I’m asking when you requested 
him, did you request that he be there in an official capacity? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t use the term, “official capacity.” I would 
assume that he would know that. 

Senator Weicker. It’s just your assumption? 

Mr. Rebozo. It’s just that I wanted someone present identified 
with the Government in the highest responsible position locally, 
who could perhaps prove that this was the identical money just 
in case it ever came up. 

Senator Weicker. So that when you asked Mr. Whitaker to be 
present, you did so believing that this exercise or the knowledge 
gained would become or go into — come into the hands of the U.S. 
Government, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I, of course, assumed that his responsibility is 
to perhaps make a report, or whatever it is, I don’t know. I didn’t 
suggest or impose or even hint any limitations on what he did 
with it. 

Senator Weicker. Is it usual for agents of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to ask persons who are not members of the Bureau 
as to what they are to do with their reports? Why would he ask 
you that kind of question? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether that was, you know 

Mr. Dash. Senator, could I follow that up? 

Senator Weicker. Let me just finish. 

You indicated that he asked you, “What do you want me to do 
with the report.” I just wondered 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know that it would be usual. I asked him to 
make the report because I felt I had nothing to hide and I wanted 
to make the picture as clear as possible, and I wanted a represen- 
tative of authority to 

Senator Weicker. I understand, and I’m in no way disputing 
that at all. 

Mr. Rebozo. I first thought of calling Newbrand, who was in 
charge of the Secret Service, who I understand would have a lot to 
do with currency. Then I thought, no, I’ve known him 20 years 
and lie’s identified with the administration more, even though he’s 
under Treasury. Then I thought, well, the FBI is the only other 
entity, and so I called on the help of the FBI. 

From time to time, you know, operating a bank, you have expo- 
sure to the FBI. 
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Senator Weicker. I understand. 

Mr. Rebozo. We have always cooperated with them fully in their 
investigations. 

Senator Weicker. I understand. So that it’s my understanding 
from your response to this, to categorize your response, it is, that 
you very definitely were under the impression when you called Mr. 
Whitaker in, that he was there in an official capacity. My only 
question now is that apparently, after the continuing process took 
place, you indicated to me that Mr. Whitaker turned to you and 
said, “What do you want me to do with the report?” 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, maybe those were 

Senator Weicker. I asked you the question, is it usual, in other 
words, for someone with the FBI to turn to somebody outside the 
FBI and ask for instructions as to what they wanted him to do 
with the report. 

Mr. Rebozo. Maybe I didn’t quote him exactly. I made a para- 
phrase of what he said. 

Senator Weicker. Well, how did you respond? 

Mr. Rebozo. I thought, at least, that what he meant was should 
I send this report to any specific person, or something like that, 
and I said, “You do whatever you think is proper in your position.” 
That’s about the extent of it. 

Senator Weicker. That you turned to him and said that he should 
do with it whatever he saw fit? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Senator, I just want to follow on afterwards. 

This goes to the role of Mr. Whitaker, say, in his official capacity 
with the FBI. I think it is quite understandable how the FBI had 
occasion to have something to do with the Federal banks, or banks 
generally. But I take it that there was no — in turning back this 
money to Mr. Danner or to Hughes Tool people — that you weren’t 
reporting a theft? There was no crime involved, a Federal crime 
that would come within the jurisdiction of the FBI? In fact, I think 
you said, Mr. Rebozo, that you were interested, you read about or 
heard about this equipment and you would like for them to be able 
to fingerprint and other things to show it was the same money. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. If they did that, though, they would have to use their 
crime facility laboratories, and I think the record w y ould show that 
they do that for law enforcement purposes within their jurisdiction. 
If they did that for you, this would be sort of as a private favor. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, if there was anything wrong with it, there would 
be something done about it, I presume. 

Mr. Dash. Were you making any claim to the FBI that there 
might be something wrong with it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. At that stage, I didn’t think there was anything 
wrong with it. Early in the game, I was concerned, you know, sort 
of casually, could it be skimmed money. But then, as I got to learn 
more about the Hughes operation and all, I was convinced that it 
wasn’t. 

Mr. Dash. What jurisdiction did you think the FBI would have, 
through Mr. Whitaker or anybody else, to use these crime labora- 
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tories to make a determination whether this was the same money 
Mr. Danner had given yon, not related to any Federal crime or 
something that the FBI wouldn’t get into? 

Mr. Rebozo. I felt I had three choices: the Secret Service, the 
FBI, or the county sheriff’s office. I felt that of the three, the 
Secret Service was logical, but I thought because of my — I’ve known 
Whitaker like a year or two. I’ve known the Secret Service chief 
20 years. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Whitaker agree to utilize FBI crime facili- 
ties to check 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he told me that they don’t have any equipment 
that can tell how long money has been in storage, and he said that 
they could get prints off of it, but it would deface the money or 
something. So we took the numbers and returned them, and at any 
time those prints could have been taken and I presume they still 
could. I don’t know whether they still have them or not; we were 
very careful in handling them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, did Mr. Whitaker ever have financial 
dealings with you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. There is a K. Whitaker in the Fisher Island journal 
entries. Is that the same K. Whitaker ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It is K. Whitmer. 

Mr. Frates. Kenneth Whitmer, opthalmologist, a very famous 
one in our area. That’s W-h-i-t-m-e-r. 

Mr. Lenzner. Going back to the other question I had, did you 
ever make a statement or tell anybody else that in fact, you had 
removed the money or caused it to be removed? Did you ever make 
that statement to anybody ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No reason to. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever make the statement to anybody that 
you had used the money or had somebody else use it on behalf of 
other individuals ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. I don’t think anybody else did, either. 

Mr. Frates. Could I ask Mr. Lenzner, or ask you to instruct him, 
Senator, as to where did he get that statement or who made that 
statement? Because this is the very kind of thing that has been 
leaking out and the press picks up, just as they have done on several 
interviews we have had with the staff, with Mr. Bellino, Mr. Lenzner, 
or Mr. Armstrong. 

Mr. Lenzner. You forgot Miss DeOreo. 

Mr. Frates. Miss DeOreo is just a sweet young girl. On what 
basis did you make the statement that he told somebody he used the 
money? Because he has never made that statement to anybody, and 
you know that from your previous interrogation of him. If you have 
somebody who says that, I think he should be permitted or should 
tell him who it is, or who allegedly said that. 

Mr. Lenzner. We’re not going to disclose the basis of our infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Frates. No, you aren’t, because nobody said it. If you asked 
that kind of question in a court of law, you would never get away 
with it. 
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Senator Weicker. I think he’s asking the question of the witness 
as to whether or not he did. He’s not saying the witness did this. 

Mr. Frates. But, Senator, the press, or whoever reads this, that’s 
the only inference that sources will say that that there is someone 
who has said that. I might say to you, sir, that no one has said that, 
that he used the money, that knows anything about the facts of it. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let that be a part of the record. Would 
you repeat the question, or would you care to have the reporter 
repeat the question ? 

Mr. Lenzxer. The question was, have you ever made a statement 
or told anybody that the money had been used on behalf of other 
individuals ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The answer is “no.” 

Mr. Lenzxer. In November of 1970, you had a fairly long tele- 
phone conversation, according to Mr. Danner’s records, with Mr. 
Danner. Of course, that was about the time that the Hughes prob- 
lems arose in Las Vegas, as I recall it. Do you have any recollection 
as to whether that phone call related to the Hughes conflict and 
the Maheu problem ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lenzxer. It was a $8 phone call. 

Mr. Rebozo. He paid it or I paid it? 

Mr. Lenzner. He paid it. Do you have any recollection of what 
that fairly lengthy phone call would have involved? 

Mr. Rebozo. Danner is a slow-talking fellow. He doesn’t talk that 
slow. He has a great sense of humor, and sometimes when we get 
into conversations, he throws a lot of extraneous matter in. Was 
November the 18th before Thanksgiving or after? 

Mr. Frates. It should have been before. 

Mr. Lenzner. It has to be, before. 

Mr. Rebozo. So, I don’t know what it could have been about spe- 
cifically. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, press reports that we have referred to in 
August of 1971 by Mr. Anderson came out reporting the existence 
of this contribution, or at least, alleging it. Did any representative 
or agent or employee of the White House inquire of you as to that 
column ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, strangely enough, nobody ever mentioned it. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Nobody ever asked you about that at all? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Did you ever make any effort too contact any em- 
ployee of the White House or anybody else and try to discuss it 
with them? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzxer. That would include the President, I take it? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Lenzxer. And is it not a fact that as a result of that column, 
the existence of the contribution was a matter of public information? 
That’s clear, is it not? 

My question is, since it had already become a matter of public 
information, why did you not thereafter go ahead and furnish the 
funds for the campaign, since it already was out in the public ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Well, it may have been construed as a matter of pub- 
lic information among those who believe Jack Anderson. Two days 
after Watergate, he went on television and said I financed the whole 
burglary and was paying the legal expenses of the burglars and 
everything else. There’s just about as much accuracy to that as there 
has been to many other columns. So obviously, there are a lot of 
people who do not believe him, but there isn’t anybody who even 
brought it up. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of speaking with Mr. 
Danner immediately after that column came out and going over it 
with him as to how Mr. Anderson 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I don’t have a recollection. I think it’s possible 
that I could have spoken to him about it, but I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Lenzner. So what you’re saying is, you evaluated the column 
as not sufficient public information to allay your fears about pos- 
sible embarrassment, if you did turn over the contribution to the 
campaign ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it might have compounded my fears rather 
than allay them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, weren’t you concerned about continuing col- 
umns by Mr. Anderson? He does have a habit of repeating columns 
when he 

Senator Weicker. I think the witness has answered that question, 
to be honest with you. I think it has been sufficiently answered. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, sir. Mr. Armstrong at this point has a 
series of questions on the next subject. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. Does this include the Hughes questions? 

Mr. Lenzner. No, these will be followups on other areas involving 
the Hughes questions. 

Mr. Frates. But it’s related to it ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, it’s all related. 

Mr. Frates. Oh, all right. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, prior to the time that you received 
the money from Mr. Danner, the first payment, which you place now 
as July 3, 1970, did you indicate to anyone else that you were going 
to receive such a contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Armstrong. And subsequently, the only person you feared, 
vou testified, was Miss Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, again, this is again what happens when several 
people start interrogating. These all have been asked several times. 

Mr. Armstrong. If you will let me ask the question, then 

Senator Weicker. Counsel, I think what Mr. Armstrong is trying 
to do is be level, rather than trying in anyway to harass your client, 
only to catch things up. If he goes on, as I said — I think this will 
probably be more level. 

Mr. Frates. All right, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Armstrong. When you spoke with Miss Woods subsequent 
to the first contribution, did you indicate to her that she was the 
only one you were going to talk to about this subject? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 


10001 


Mr. Armstrong. Did you indicate to her why she was the only 
one that would be aware of this? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe so. 

Mr. Armstrong. What was the reason you gave her at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, she would know that I didn’t want to discuss 
it with the President, and there was always a possibility of some- 
thing happenning to me, and I felt that she should know about it. 
She has been with him over 20 years and she knows how he oper- 
ates, too. As I said, you know, this point could be far better clarified 
and proven, but it would take a lot of examples and a lot of time 
and a lot of examples of previous experiences to bear this out. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you give Miss Woods any instructions at 
that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Of course, she knew what it was for. 

Mr. Armstrong. But you gave her no explicit instructions as to 
what she would do with it in case you 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so. 

Senator Weicker. In past interviews or today, has anybody estab- 
lished the date of this conversation? 

Mr. Lenzner. No, that should be the next question. 

Senator Weicker. Can you tell me when? 

Mr. Rebozo. Senator, I’ve been asked that question and I honestly 
can’t — I’m sorry. I’m trying to see if I can tie it into something, but 
I can’t do it. 

Mr. Dash. W ould it be shortly after you got the first contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Shortly after what? 

Mr. Dash. The receipt of the money. 

Senator Weicker. Shortly after the first contribution or the sec- 
ond contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think both times. I think I discussed it with her 
on both times. 

Senator Weicker. In other words, upon one occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Was there any time after that, that you dis- 
cussed it with her again? 

Mr. Rebozo. I suppose I alluded to it, you know, in conversation, 
but never any specific meeting to try to discuss this matter. Over 
the years, as you know, I go to the White House, I discuss a lot of 
things with a lot of people there, but very little of it to do with 
Government or business. I try to stay out of it as much as I can. 
Sometimes I get in it and wind up like I am now. 

Senator Weicker. Have you discussed or tried to refresh your 
recollection by discussion with Miss Woods in the last several months 
as to these times? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir; I haven’t. I probably should. I probably 
should. I don’t know whether she could be helpful in that or not. 

Senator Weicker. Counselor, is there anything here you can shed 
light on 

Mr. Frates. I have a copy of her testimony before the committee, 
and I’m trying to find out her answer. 

Mr. Dash. That’s a copy, I take it, of Miss Acker’s notes of our 
informal interview with Miss Woods? 
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Mr. Frates. I don’t recall specifically what she said about that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Could I inquire how you got that, sir? 

Mr. Frates. The same way, Mr. Armstrong, you got many of the 
documents you had. It was legally furnished to me. 

Mr. Armstrong. I’m sorry, I was just asking how you got it. 

Mr. Frates. It was legally furnished to me. 

Senator Weicker. Go ahead, proceed. Who was asking the ques- 
tion? I initiated the question of the date. You go ahead and pursue 
it. I’ll tell you what’s going to happen. That’s a vote. 

Mr. Armstrong. I believe that earlier we placed the point of your 
discussion with Miss Woods at sometime either during the time you 
were at San Clemente or immediately thereafter. You characterized 
it as a short time after. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that’s correct. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall whether you spoke with her in 
person or on the phone ? 

Mr. Rebozo. In person. I am sure it was in person. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is it your recollection that it was in San Clemente 
or that it occurred in Washington? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t really know whether I was able to tell 
her then or afterwards. I may have been back to Washington from 
there and told her. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Armstrong. You also informed her of the second contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you do that by phone or in person, do you 
recall? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think in person. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall where that would have been, where 
that conversation would have taken place? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably at the White House. 

Mr. Armstrong. And would you have informed her whom the con- 
tribution has been received for? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Armstrong. From, and for what purpose it was received? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Armstrong. And that would have been for the Presidential 
campaign of 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Armstrong. And would you have indicated precisely how it 
had come to you, from Mr. Danner as opposed to being a Hughes 
contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Precisely. Simply that Mr. Danner had given it to 
me. That’s about as precise. 

Mr. Armstrong. Had you indicated to her where the money was 
being kept and in what form? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, 3^es. 

Mr. Armstrong. And the instructions for all of that were given? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And the fact that Mr. Wakefield was the party 
designated in the instructions? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. At some point, did you discuss with Miss Woods 
the conflict and confusion in the Hughes organization that arose? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure we probably discussed it several times. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you discuss that in light of the money that 
you were holding — the contributions you were holding? 

Mr. Rebozo. Very likely. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did she ever offer an opinion? 

Mr. Rebozo. Did she ever offer me an opinion on what? 

Mr. Armstrong. Regarding the confusion as to what you should 
do regarding the confusion on the Hughes organization. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you give us an estimate of how many times 
you might have discussed the contribution with her between the first 
two discussions and this final return? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. You know, we have many discussions on many 
topics. Generally, it pertains to the First Family’s best interests or 
activities, or something of that nature. So occasionally, in some of 
these discussions, undoubtedly, we touched on this. But to say how 
many times, if I were going to guess, maybe I would say three or 
four times. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now t , at any time, have you indicated in the past 
to anybody that you had not discussed this conversation with any- 
body, including Miss Woods, prior to 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. I know I indicated to you people on four different 
occasions. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. I think the question is confusing. Would 
you mind repeating it? 

Mr. Armstrong. The question is, have you indicated to anyone 
in the past that you had not discussed the contribution with anyone, 
including Miss Woods, prior to 1973 ? 

Mr. Greer. That’s an impossible question. 

Mr. Frates. That is a triple negative, I think. 

Mr. Rebozo. How could I tell them I hadn’t discussed it with any- 
one? 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you tell anyone at any time that prior to 
1973, you hadn’t discussed it with anyone, including Miss Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. I have already said that, so I wouldn’t be telling an}^ 
body else that I had only discussed it with Miss Woods, because I 
would have been discussing the very matter that I have also stated 
repeatedly I had not discussed. 

Mr. Armstrong. You might have discussed in 1973 the fact that 
you had not discussed it prior to 1973 with anyone, including Miss 
Woods. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I may have. I see no reason that I would have 
concealed it at that point, so I may have. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think there is some confusion. 

Mr. Greer. I’m totally confused. 

Mr. Rebozo. And you have a law degree. 

Mr. Frates. I think the question you want to know is, prior to 
this date, or prior to whatever date, have you told anyone that you 
did not discuss the contribution with anyone — no one. 

Mr. Dash. No one; that’s right. 

Mr. Frates. That’s the question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Right. 

Mr. Greer. That’s still confusing*. 
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Mr. Frates. But that’s what he’s asking. 

Mr. Rebozo. What do you want me to answer? 

Mr. Dash. Do you understand the question? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Sam, could I try this once? 

You’re having a conversation with somebody and you said, “Look, 
I have never talked about this with anybody until you came into 
the room,” and this allegedly happened in, say, 1973. 

Did you make that statement in 1973 to anybody — basically, “I 
have never talked with anybody about this until you started talking 
to me” ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. As I said before, I discussed this when 
it was already a moot matter, and I decided to return the money. 
So I may have told somebody that I hadn’t discussed it before. There 
would be nothing wrong with that. 

Mr. Dash. And that way, I guess the question is, an inference in 
it that you had concealed the fact that you had discussed it with 
Miss Woods. The question put to you is: have you ever told any- 
body that you hadn’t, prior to telling it at that point, with anybody 
else, which means that you hadn’t discussed it with Miss Woods. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sorry. I don’t have a law degree. I don’t even have 
a college degree. You’re way over my head. 

Mr. Frates. I think what they’re trying to find out is, at any time, 
did you say or make a statement that you had not discussed it with 
anyone ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Obviously, they have some indication that I did tell 
someone — make this statement to someone. Tell me who that was 
and I might be able to 

Mr. Frates. I don’t think, obviously, they have necessarily made 
that statement, because they have asked several of those questions. 

Mr. Rebozo. I realize that. 

Mr. Frates. He’s asking you if you have any recollection of ever 
making a statement that you hadn’t discussed the contribution with 
anyone. 

Mr. Rebozo. You know, again, I’ve read so much about perjury 
and I’m trying my utmost to be honest in this thing and I don’t 
want to say anything off the top of my head that may not conform. 
1 don’t see the relevance to this to begin with. If you ask me a 
specific question, did you ask Joe Blow, did you tell him that you 
have never discussed this with anybody, I could probably recall 
whether or not I had made such a statement. But I would have no 
qualms about saying it, once the decision was made that this money 
had to go back. 

Mr. Lexzner. But the point was if you told Miss Woods and then, 
after telling Miss Woods, you have indicated to someone that you 
didn’t tell anybody about it, why then, would you have concealed 
the fact that you had, in fact, advised Miss Woods with regard to 
the money? 

Mr. Dash. It makes an assumption, I know. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, if I had concealed the fact — if I admitted I 
have — concealed the fact from anybody else except Miss Woods, 
why would I go to somebody else and tell him, Miss Woods is the 
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only one I told this? They would say, told what? It doesn’t make 
sense. 

Mr. Lenzner. But I’m saying, if you talked with Whitaker — 
hypothetically, now, as an example, and we said 

Mr. Frates. Let’s not go on a hypothetical. Let’s ask you if you 
have some evidence that a witness has said that he told me he didn’t 
tell anyone about it, I think you should tell him who it was and 
who said it if anyone said it. 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t think we have to — — 

Mr. Frates. No, using names like this leads right into what has 
happened over and over again. You people operate on a stated 
assumption that somebody told you of some rumor that some of 
your paranoid investigators have picked up, and you say somebody 
told it. Now, you’re making a serious accusation. You’re saying a 
man is lying. Now, who did he tell that to, if anybody. 

Mr. Lenzner. Is it your position that you don’t want to answer 
that question, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Frates. His position is not that. We’re calling on you or Mr. 
Armstrong. You’re asking him a question which indicates that he 
might be stating a falsehood or an inconsistency. Now, who did he 
state that to, if anybody? That’s all we want. 

Mr. Armstrong. Are you directing him not to answer? 

Mr. Frates. No, we’re not directing him. But I would say from 
my experience with you, Scott Armstrong, you’re just the type who 
would make a statement that you picked up somewhere or manu- 
factured from a source, and then tried to ask somebody about it. 
What you’re doing is reprehensible stuff in a court of law. But I 
don’t think you’re a lawyer, are you, Mr. Armstrong? 

Mr. Armstrong. No, I’m not. 

Mr. Dash. Let me say this. In any executive proceeding, Mr. 
Frates, I don’t believe it’s the responsibility to give to the witness 
the name and information of everything we get. I do think that Mr. 
Rebozo was quite accurate in his concern, and I think he expressed 
it quite well when he said that he has heard a lot about perjury 
and that he doesn’t want to venture an answer when there may have 
been some specific information that he doesn’t recall. I don’t believe 
any question should be asked of him that should lead him into that 
kind of situation. 

Ordinarily, I would suggest to him that he can only give his best 
honest recollection. If he has no honest recollection at this time for 
that, that would be an honest answer. 

I would say, Scott, that Mr. Rebozo is at least entitled to know 
whether or not we do have a statement from somebody credible to 
us that such a statement has been made. And I don’t believe that 
we have to reveal our investigation sources at this point, whether 
or not this is a hypothetical question or whether or not it is based 
on information we do have from a credible source. 

Mr. Frates. I appreciate your attitude, because I’m not taking 
the position that you have to, but I think in something — and I think 
you’ve put your finger right on it — in something of this nature, 
we’re entitled to it. 

Mr. Rebozo. In this instance, it’s not a case of my being afraid 
of perjuring myself. I don’t understand the question yet. 
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Mr. Dash. I understand that, and I think because everybody has 
tried it, we’re compounding it. 

Mr. Armstrong. It’s not a hypothetical question. It’s based on 
information that we have. 

Mr. Frates. From whom? 

Mr. Lenzner. We’re not going to disclose it. 

Mr. Frates. That’s right. 

Mr. Armstrong. The witness can answer it or not. Let the record 
show the witness is not going to answer it. 

Mr. Frates. Don’t say let the record show that the witness is not 
going to answer the question, because that is not what the record 
shows. I see no reason why you cannot, under this assumption, tell 
us who said that. I think that you can certainly — you don’t have to, 
I guess, but in fairness it would seem to me that you should, because 
I’m always interested in Mr. Armstrong’s sources. 

Mr. Lenzner. I would be glad to confirm the fact that we have 
received information. We’re not at this time going to disclose where 
the information came from, because witnesses come to us, as you 
know, and we’re not going to go around disclosing who said what 
to whom. 

Mr. Frates. We’re taking the position that no credible person has 
made that statement, and I would like the record to show that, that 
no credible witness has made that statement. If you want to deny 
that, put that in the record and tell us who the credible witness is. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m willing to answer the question if I’m made to 
understand it. I don’t understand it yet. 

Mr. Lenzner. Just ask the question and see if he understands it. 

Mr. Armstrong. The question, Mr. Rebozo, is was there ever an 
occasion that you indicated to someone that you had not told anyone 
about the contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. When? 

Mr. Armstrong. During 1973. 

Mr. Greer. Obviously, they’re referring to Mr. Whitaker. 

Mr. Rebozo. Again, we get right back to it. By the time Whitaker 
was in the scene, sure, I probably told several people that Rose Woods 
was the only one that knew it. 

Mr. Dasii. The actual question, Mr. Rebozo, is did you ever tell 
someone in 1973 that you had told nobody, including Rose Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, no. 

Mr. Dash. You see, “nobody” is the question. To the best of your 
recollection. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, no. To the best of my recollection, I don’t recall 
making a statement like that. 

I could have said, well, the President doesn’t know about this, 
or nobody knows about it, or, I’ve kept it quiet, or something along 
those lines, and he could have drawn that conclusion. But I don’t 
see where the question or the answer is pertinent to this whole dis- 
cussion. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you discuss with Miss Woods your concern 
that you wanted to return the money, return the contribution? 

Mr. Frates. When? At any time? 

Mr. Armstrong. I’m asking if he discussed it. 

Mr. Rebozo. I probably did. 
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Mr. Armstrong. And when did you discuss it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I probably did. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you tell use when that would have been? 

Mr. Rebozo. That would have been a long — all of this occurred in 
or around March of this year — 1973. 

Mr. Armstrong. And not prior to that occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been February, could have been April. 

Mr. Armstrong. But certainly not in 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Armstrong. And can you tell us when you last talked with 
Miss Woods about the contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. When I last talked with her about it? Oh, it has 
been a long time. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you talk with her subsequent to its return? 

Mr. Rebozo. What ? 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you talk with her about it subsequent to its 
return, to its actually having been returned? 

Mr. Lenzner. That would have been June of 1973. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe I did. I don’t think there would be any 
need of it. It was all over the papers. Everybody knew it had been 
returned. 

Mr. Armstrong. I don’t believe there had been any reference to 
the contribution in the papers in June of 1973. Do you recall 

Mr. Frates. There was what? 

Mr. Armstrong. I don’t believe there was any reference to the 
contribution in the papers in June of 1973. 

Mr. Frates. You mean the return or the contribution? 

Mr. Armstrong. Either one. 

Mr. Frates. In 1971, it was in Jack Anderson’s column several 
times. 

Mr. Armstrong. We’re referring to 1973. I don’t believe he ran 
his column 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, about that time, and I don’t know the exact 
date, when the IRS showed up, it was all over the. papers. 

Mr. Armstrong. At that time, did you discuss with Miss Woods 
the fact that you were removing the instructions from the contribu- 
tion in the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is it your recollection that you did? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have. 

Mr. Armstrong. You’re not sure? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall if you told her you destroyed the 
letter in the director’s box, which you found again subsequently? 

Mr. Rebozo. I doubt that I even mentioned the letter in the direc- 
tor’s box. It was just a backup advice. 

Mr. Armstrong. After Miss Woods, who is the next person you 
informed of the existence of the contribution? Who was the next 
person to learn of it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, she learned of it early. No one else learned of 
it until after the elections of November 1972. Who the first person 
was, I don’t know, but I know I did tell the President on one of 
his visits. 
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Mr. Dash. Was that still in 1972, after the election? 

Mr. Rebozo. I was asked that question before and I’ve tried to 
figure if I can pinpoint it, but I really can’t tell if it was after the 
election or the inauguration or just when it was. 

Mr. Armstrong. Would that have been the next person? 

Mr. Rebozo. Could have been. 

Mr. Armstrong. Was the President the next person to have 
known ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been, I said. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Armstrong. Other than the President, who else did you tell? 
Who else did you tell in that early period? 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me again. What do you mean, the early 
period ? 

Mr. Armstrong. I mean the period around the time the President 
learned. I gather no one knew T until after 1972. Mr. Rebozo can’t 
recall the first person he told about it. It might have been the Presi- 
dent. I was wondering who was his next most likely choice. 

Mr. Rebozo. As I’ve said, I’ve discussed it with the two lawyers, 
with a PR man, a friend of mine down South, with Wakefield, and 
I don’t know who else I discussed it with. It was a matter of trying 
to determine what to do with it. 

The IRS questioned me on some of these aspects, and I think that 
was in April I discussed it with them. 

Mr. Armstrong. You mentioned a PR man who was a friend of 
yours from the South? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Who w T ould that be, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. You know, I am almost afraid to ever inject a neAv 
name in these. My experience has been that they get hounded and 
questioned and get involved. Rut he’s just an innocent friend. His 
name is Hank Meyer, M-e-y-e-r, who is one of the top guys down 
there and a good friend of mine. It was just a very passing sugges- 
tion, so please don’t have him up here next. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, when did you first notify Mr. Wake- 
field that he should go to the safety deposit box in case of your 
death ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was the day before we opened it. What 
was your question? 

Mr. Armstrong. The question was when you indicated to Mr. 
Wakefield that if you should die, there was something in the box and 
he should go to it 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, immediately. 

Mr. Armstrong. Immediately at one point? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, immediately when I put the money in. 

Mr. Armstrong. In other words, prior to your having put the 
money in, he was under no instruction to go to the box and look for it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he had a duplicate key to the box all the time. 

Mr. Armstrong. When did he first receive the duplicate key to 
the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, we had always had a joint box. I don’t know 
when he got it — maybe 1967, 1968. 


10009 


Mr. Armstrong. But at the time the box was opened, is that 

Mr. Rebozo. The time the box was opened was this year, and you 
have a copy of that signature card with the f ou r signatures and the 
date. 

Mr. Armstrong. Excuse me, the four signatures — we’re referring 
to box 224. 

Mr. Rebozo. Right. 

Mr. Armstrong. In that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. When the box was opened initially, when you 
and Mr. Wakefield decided to have a box together, for whatever 
purpose, was Mr. Wakefield under any instruction, from that time 
to the time you received the first contribution, to go into the box 
in case of your death? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, no, no; probably just in conversation. He drew 
my will. He handles real estate closings. You know, he does a lot 
of things for me, and if I’m traveling and I think there’s anything 
that might happen that would require his attention, he can go into 
the joint box. 

Mr. Armstrong. But was he under any instructions to go in there 
in case of vour death? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I don’t know that he was under any specific 
instructions. I’m sure that that’s the first thing he would do, being 
a lawyer. 

Mr. Armstrong. But at the time you received the first contribution, 
you did so instruct him explicitly that he should go in? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I take it that he had the keys to 224 from the 
time it was opened until the time the money was returned? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, what was the original purpose of that safe 
deposit box — maintaining it with Mr. Wakefield? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, we had a box all along for the purposes that 
I’ve previously testified to. Being out of town as much as I am, if 
some matter comes up that requires his attention or his signature 
on something, he can go in and get it. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, it’s your testimony that the money from 
the contribution was never stored in any other place than box 224, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Armstrong. From January 1, 1969, to the present, can you tell 
us what safety deposit boxes you had access to in the Key Biscayne 
Bank & Trust Co. 

Mr. Rebozo. Numbers? 

Mr. Armstrong. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rebozo. 222 is the director’s box and 633 is my personal box. 

Mr. Armstrong. OK, that’s a box which you hold jointly with 
Caroline Rebozo ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. She probably is on that. She’s mv sister and she prob- 
ably is on that. What are you asking me these questions for? You 
know the answers. 
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Mr. Armstrong. No, I’m sorry, I didn’t know who Caroline Rebozo 
was. 

Have you ever had any other box during that period of time, or 
does that comprise the full extent? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I had a joint box. I was administrator for a 
minor’s estate and I had a box there with his uncle and just had 
some of — his parents — his father was a director of the bank and 
they were killed in that BOAC crash in Tokyo. This was the only 
boy and I was his godfather and became his coexecutor, so we had 
some of the papers in there. I don’t recall the number of the box. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you say that box is still open? 

Mr. Rebozo. I just noticed it came up for renewal, and I had con- 
tacted the boy and he asked me to go in there and just take out 
the contents and send it to him. It was just nothing. I think there 
was a cheap ring that belonged to his mother and some little per- 
sonal mementoes that the parents had kept, like a note from the kid 
when he was going to run away from home at age 5, and things 
like that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is there any other box that you have access to 
in the bank other than the four you have just mentioned? Again, 
that’s from January 1, 1969, to the present. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no; I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you or do you have any safe deposit boxes 
in any other banks or locations in the same period? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I patronize home industry. 

Mr. Dash. That’s a good banker’s statement. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you indicate for us what other items would 
have been stored in that safe deposit box when the money was there? 

Mr. Frates. Again, Senator, I just want to point out that here is 
another repetitious question. I think Mr. Armstrong’s— half of them 
have been repetitious. I do not want to interrupt; I just want to 
get it over with. 

Senator Weicker. I agree, Scott. We have been over this ground 
many times, and unless there’s something specific you’re driving 
toward, I would like you to tighten it up a bit. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you ever place any money inside the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve said that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is there any possibility that this money was 
commingled with any other money that was present, that the moneys 
were mixed? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Armstrong. Has anyone else ever had access to that box, 
other than Mr. Wakefield? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. We would like to put three exhibits in the rec- 
ord, if we could. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’ll have them marked as exhibits 3, 4, and 5. 

[Whereupon, the documents referred to were marked Rebozo ex- 
hibits Nos. 3, 4, and 5, for identification.*] 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you identify those documents for the rec- 
ord? 


*See pp. 10157-59. 
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Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir, they’re copies of our safe deposit box leases. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I believe two of them, exhibits 3 and 4, reflect 
some entries into boxes 224 and 222. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, the entry record for box 222, which shows, 
next to your name, the word, “sample,” is that just a sample sig- 
nature, but the original 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know why it says, “sample,” but that is the 
card. I guess I’ve just never signed it. As I’ve said, the little girl 
we used to have would occasionally shove a card before me, and 
apparently she just didn’t use that one. She shoved one of these 
other cards. I did sign the others on several occasions. 

Mr. Armstrong. But that is the original visitation record for 
the box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. You see, box 222, I have to go in that twice a 
year when the examiners are there. That’s where the directors’ finan- 
cial statements are, and I obviously haven’t signed in there since 
January 1972, though I’ve been there several times since then. 

Mr. Armstrong. Are there any other records relating to these 
three safe deposit boxes that are kept by the bank ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Armstrong. Does the bank keep rental records of the payment 
of rentals on the boxes? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you indicate to us why we did not receive 
those in response to our subpena? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. I just turned the subpenas over to 
them to supply what was requested, but I don’t know why the 
rental records would be pertinent. 

Mr. Armstrong. May we receive those? 

Mr. Rebozo. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you arrange for us to receive those? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Dash. What do the records show? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think what he’s talking about is whether we paid 
the box rent or not. I don’t know what bearing that has on this 
hearing. 

Mr. Dash. That’s what it ought to show. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, if you’ll look at exhibit 3 in front of 
you, when you’re saying, “additional documents,” the document 
above the access cards, do you have documents reflecting the rental 
or use of 224 in addition to the documents reflected on that sheet? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe this is all that we’ve done 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I think the subpena called for the records. 

Mr. Greer. I think it calls for the access records. 

Mr. Armstrong. It calls for any and all records. 

Mr. Frates. What you have asked him is, is there a record of 
payment of the rental. 

Mr. Armstrong. Right. 

Mr. Greer. Those documents are the only records that reflect any 
access to the boxes. There may be some document in the bank tha f 
was not provided earlier that would reflect the payment of r * 1 


10012 


on the box; I don’t know. But it would not in anyway show any 
access or any activity related to the box. 

Mr. Lenzner. And that would be the entire extent of any rec- 
ords relating to this safe-deposit box? 

Mr. Rebozo. As far as I know, it is a mechanics of operation 
that I don’t know about. 

Senator Weicker. Before we waste a lot of time — — 

Mr. Frates. We’ll make them available. 

Senator Weicker. I gather that. Before you keep on bouncing back 
and forth here, I gather that they’ll make them available. 

Mr. Frates. Surely. 

Mr. Greer. It’s certainly no big point. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, was there any time when you lost 
your keys to the safe-deposit box? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, at one time, I lost all my keys to the boxes and 
to my house, and everything else. 

Mr. Armstrong. So you would have lost the keys to all the safe- 
deposit boxes, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, one of them. 

Mr. Armstrong. You only had one safe-deposit box key that you 
kept with you? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Armstrong. So you did not lose the safe-deposit box key for 
633 or 222? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. You see, every safe-deposit box has two keys. I 
lost them all and then had the iocks changed later. 

Mr. Armstrong. OK. What I’m asking you is, did you lose even 
one of the keys for box 633 and 222 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. So you lost one of each of the keys for all three ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Armstrong. How did you replace the keys for each of those 
boxes ? 

Mr. Rebozo. What we do is the locks on the boxes are interchange- 
able and the keys don’t have a box number. We initiated this some 
years ago so that if somebody loses a key, he’s less likely to know 
what box to go into. It happens to serve an additional useful pur- 
pose in that we just put a tag on it showing what the number is and 
they can take the tag off. 

Now, when anybody closes out a box or loses a key, we change 
the lock from that box to some other box — we have 800-some boxes — 
that’s open and have new keys made, and they are blank and it’s 
no problem. 

Mr. Armstrong. And that was done for all three boxes, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, who changes the lock? 

Mr. Rebozo. Now, I think that the auditor does it. We used to 
call the Mosler Safe people, but we devised this other plan and, 
even though somebody may have lost his keys, our feeling was that 
somebody could have had a duplicate made and just turn in two 
keys anyway. So any time a box is vacated, we automatically change 
the lock so no one knows what their key fits. 
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Mr. Armstrong. Who is the auditor who would have 

Mr. Rebozo. Jack Brown. 

Mr. Armstrong. Ts he an employee of the bank, or is he an inde- 
pendent auditor. 

Mr. Rebozo. He’s an officer of the bank. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Brown would physically change the locks, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. There may have been others who would have 
done it, but I do know he has done it. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did he do it in this case, replacing these three? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think he did. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is this process what is known as drilling the 
box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 


Mr. Armstrong. Is there any difference ? 

Mr. Rebozo. When we had numbered keys, as some banks still 
do, the only thing you can do when a customer loses the key is to 
drill the box and put a new lock on it. Then, when Mosler charges 
you $20 to do it and you bill the customer, they go through the 
ceiling. So this other plan is working out much better. 

Mr. Armstrong. How do you get access to the box to remove the 
lock? 

Mr. Rebozo. With the key. 

Mr. Armstrong. So you would have had to use the other key 
to get into the box 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. So did you then request from Mr. Wakefield 
key so you could get into the box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you tell us when that was ? 

Mr, Rebozo. Just before — I don’t know when I lost the keys, 
actually, but I think that it went back well before we opened the 
box up to get these funds out. 

Mr. Armstrong. By “well before,” can you give us an estimate? 
Mr. Rebozo. Oh, it could have been a year before. I don’t know. 
Mr. Armstrong. So you believe it would have been 1972, is that 


Mr. Rebozo. Probably. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was the cash in the box at the time when you 
went in there after you lost the keys? Was the money in the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, sure; sure. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, at the time when you replaced the lock, 
did you then give Mr. Wakefield another key, a replacement key for 
the new 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure I did. 

Mr. Armstrong. And did you give Mr. Wakefield any other key 
for any other boxes at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think he still has the directors’ box key. No. 
222. I hope he has. I think he has vault keys for a lot of clients’ 
boxes. He handles a lot of estates and this and that. 

Mr. Armstrong. My question was, I guess, did you replace 
the directors’ box key that he had with another one when you 
changed that lock? 
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Mr. Rebozo. That’s a good question. I hope we did. I don’t • 

Mr. Armstrong. You have no recollection of giving him two 
keys? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. You definitely recall giving him the one for 
224 , however, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I believe that — I believe we did. I don’t recall 
the details. These things are so automatic that it doesn’t impress 
me. We have certain security measures that we do just automatically, 
like we have two keys to the front door. Every officer has both 
keys. Every time there’s an officer or anyone who had the key, jani- 
tor or anyone else, who leaves our employ, we change both of the 
locks. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Rebozo, for the record, is this something you 
would personally do, changing they key and changing the lock? 

Mr. Rebozo. I said I don’t do it. 

Mr. Dash. There is somebody, some service person, I would think, 
who does this ? 

Mr. Rebozo. We formerly used Mosler, but 

Mr. Dash. Now the auditor does it. 

Mr. Rebozo. He does it. 

Mr. Armstrong. When you say “Mosler,” are you referring to 
the Diebold Co. 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it’s Mosler. Maybe it’s Diebold. Whoever 
has our vault. We have equipment from both of them 

Mr. Armstrong. Is it a policy in the bank that records are kept 
of each visit into the vault ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Would that, is that pretty much an ironbound 
rule? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, yes. I’m apparently the only one who doesn’t 
follow it. 

Mr. Armstrong. And when you don’t follow it, how do you get 
the second key you need to open the door? 

Mr. Rebozo. I just go to the receptionist’s desk and almost invar- 
iably she has been sitting there, or if the bank has been busy, I just 
open the drawer and take it out and go in and replace the key. 

Mr. Armstrong. But you always use her key as opposed to some 
other key? 

Mr. Rebozo. There are only two keys out there, I think, hers and 
one of the vice president’s. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Wood’s key? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I might use his occasionally. The keys are on a 
big ring. 

Mr. Armstrong. Separate keys for 

Mr. Rebozo. Whoever is up at that front desk. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever instructed your receptionist not to 
record your entries into the box? 

Mr. Rebozo. Never. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever been aware of the fact that she 
would record your entries even if you went in and let yourself in ? 

Mr. Rebozo. They wouldn’t know which box I was going into. 


10015 


Mr. Armstrong. Is it not the custom to ask you which box you had 
been into to make sure it’s as recorded? 

Mr. Rebozo. They never have. 

Mr. Armstrong. They have never made any inquiry of you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, as I said, one receptionist on Wednesday, a cute 
little girl, now and then she would say, here, you should sign this and 
she would pull out a card and I would sign it. That is why you see 
some of the cards with signatures there. 

Mr. Armstrong. Could you tell us which receptionist that would 
be? Why don’t we look at the record for 224? I notice there are 
three. 

Mr. Rebozo. There was a girl who is no longer with us. Her name 
was Regina Moreira. 

Mr. Armstrong. Who would “SB” be? There is an indication of 
the initials “SB”. 

Mr. Rebozo. “SB” would be probably — What year is that? 

Mr. Armstrong. That’s 1970. Would that be Susan Bagdones? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And “SL” ? 

Mr. Rebozo. “SL,” that’s Sharon Leber, L-e-b-e-r. She also was a 
receptionist for a while. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, referring to the records for box 224, if you 
still have them — Can you take a look at that ? 

First of all, can you recall the purpose of entering the box on the 
day after Christmas 1969 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I wouldn’t know the purpose on entering on any 
one of these days, except the last one, and that Avas to take the money 
out. 

Mr. Armstrong. I note three entries in April of 1970. 

Do you recall Avhy you might hai^e entered it three times in 1 month? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Armstrong. And June 5, 1970? 

Mr. Rebozo. I know one time in there I wrote a letter for my at- 
torney. I Avanted to make some changes to my will and I just put it 
in there and later told him about it, and he said, that ain’t the Avay 
you do it. I might haA^e put it in on one of those occasions, but I 
don’t know. 

Do you happen to know what — I notice that it was April 3 and 
April 10, exactly a Aveek apart. I am just wondering what day of 
the week that was. 

Well, it AA 7 ouldn’t make much difference, I guess. 

Mr. Armstrong. I’m sorry, I don’t have that. 

Mr. Rebozo. But I don’t believe I could recall that. 

Mr. Armstrong. If it’s any assistance, I also notice on box 222, 
you entered on April 16, 1970., 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, generally AA T hat I go in there for is to either 
put in the directors’ newest financial statement or take something 
out for the examiners. 

Mr. Armstrong. But that doesn’t help you recall the purpose of 
entering box 224? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Noav, Mr. Rebozo, can you perhaps help me under- 
stand how, duidng the period 1969 through 1970 — well, actually, 
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from December 26, 1969 through June 5, 1970, a period of 6 months, 
a little bit more, the records record five entries and then you de- 
scribed to us another five entries which you place after July 3, 1970, 
when you would have gone into that box to either place the money 
there or to remove it, to take the wrappers off or to take instructions 
out? 

Can you indicate to us why they wouldn’t have noticed any of 
those entries or been able to record any of those? 

Mr. Rebozo. Reggie was the only one who would shove a card at 
me, generally. Maybe I went up there one time and Susan was there 
and not busy and I signed the card. But the thing, about it is I don’t 
believe I ever even, on these occasions, specified what box I was 
going into. When they wanted me to sign a card, they would just 
pull out one of the cards and have me sign it. 

Mr. Armstrong. Could we have a brief consultation for just a 
second, off the record? 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, can you explain to us why it would 
be that Mr. Wakefield maintains that at no time did you come and 
ask him for his key or give him a replacement key for that safe de- 
posit box or any other? 

Mr. Rebozo. Why he maintains that? 

Mr. Armstrong. Yes, is there any explanation for why he would? 

Mr. Rebozo. [Shakes head in the negative.] 

Mr. Greer. Let me object at that point. I was present at least 
during one of Mr. Wakefield’s interviews and it seems to me I recall 
he specifically stated that the key was obtained by Mr. Rebozo at 
one time. 

Mr. Armstrong. At the time the money was returned is what he 
stated. 

Mr. Greer. It seems to me I recall — I don’t have his notes present — 
that he said it was obtained at one time. 

Mr. Armstrong. Well, at any rate 

Mr. Frates. I don’t think it is “at any rate” at all. 

Mr. Dash. I think here is a case where you have posed a question 
involving a named person. 

Do we have a record of Mr. Wakefield’s statement to the contrary? 

Mr. Armstrong. Yes, we have the notes of a staff person and my- 
self, who were present. 

Mr. Greer. And my recollection is different from that. Again, 
that’s the problem with not having verbatim testimony in these 
interviews, which we have requested several times. 

Senator Weicker. I don’t think we’re going to resolve it in this 
room, I can tell you right now. Counsel has indicated his recollec- 
tion is different from the staff members’, and quite frankly, if any- 
body wants to make an issue out of it they’re obviously going to have 
to get Mr. Wakefield to make his statement and swear to it. 

Let’s get on to the next one. 

Mr. Dash. Would there be any reason why Mr. Wakefield would 
indicate that he did not receive any keys from you — is that the 
question ? 

Maybe in fact he does not 
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Senator Weicker. That’s not my recollection of the question. 

Mr. Frates. I’ve got to needle you on that one. 

Senator Weicker. If you want to answer, fine. But otherwise, as 
I said, on this matter it seems it’s easily enough resolved without 
everybody going off to everybody else in the room. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, are there any other safe deposit boxes 
in the bank on which you pay the rental, other than the four we have 
discussed? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I think I paid the fee on my godson’s and it’s 
just due now, and that’s why I recall that we just haven’t gone into 
it in all that time. But I don’t have any other — I paid no other fees 
on any other boxes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And that would have been just recently, not on 
any prior occasion ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Armstrong. In the case of your godson’s box that w r as a recent 
payment you made ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, having paid the payment, it just came due and 
it was called to my attention and I had forgotten that he had 
emptied the box. He’s now 21, you see, and he should take it over, 
but he has moved upstate. So he just asked that we empty it and 
send it up to him. That is, vacate the box. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you have a box 225 in the bank, safe deposit 
box number 225 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I formerly had. I think 225 is a box I for- 
merly had. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did you not have that during the period January 
1, 1969, to the present? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall who the other signatures were on 
that box ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, but you probably have copies of it if you know 
that. Maybe I have a box that I don’t know I’ve got. 

Mr. Armstrong. The answer is you don’t recall 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. He asked a question, and I think 

Mr. Rebozo. 225 is familiar, and at one time I 

Mr. Dash. There is a record from Mr. Rebozo’s bank. 

Do you have who the signatories are? 

Mr. Armstrong. No, we don’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me make it clear, we don’t have any records 
of the actual access or leasing of this box. What we do have is a 
reference to it in the financial records, but not the records relating 
to the safe deposit box itself. 

Mr. Frates. What reference to it? 

Mr. Lenzner. I’ll read it to you. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I know what that may be. I’m going to 
conjecture. 

Mr. Frates. Why don’t you have him read them ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that probably was a box I had before I 
switched to 633. I believe maybe 225 was poorly located or a smaller 
box, or something like that. The number is familiar to me and I 
probably at one time did have that box. If the date is on the- back, I 
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think you might find, if that is the case, that that box was probably 
closed out on the same day the other one was opened. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you indicate to us why you switched boxes? 

Mr. Rebozo. It probably was either a wider box — I had this narrow 
one. When you go to put stock certificates or legal documents in, it’s 
better to have the wider box. 

The same thing, I believe, was true of the Wakefield and my box. 
1 think we had a different box and then switched. We have a huge 
demand for boxes over there, and there are never enough of the larger 

O o 

ones. 

I would have either switched to get a more conveniently located 
box so I don't have to climb the ladder to get it, or to get a bigger box. 

Mr. Armstrong. Would it help if we pointed out that the first 
box, box 225, was a more expensive box than the second box, assum- 
ing it is a larger box ? 

Is that a fair assumption? 

Mr. Rebozo. A more expensive box than which box? 

Mr. Armstrong. Than box 633. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Armstrong. I’m sorry. I thought the payment was $20.50. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me read it to you. It says: “Release No. 225”, 
and it refers to a record in the amount of $20.50 from your bank 
account on October 12, 1971. 

Mr. Rebozo. “Release 225”? 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m just reading what the record reads. 

Mr. Bellino. “Release 225, obtain 633”, just as you said. This was 
on October 12, 1971. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s the answer. 

Mr. Bellino. The amount was $20.50 and when it came up the 
following year in November, there was a $1.50 charge, but it was 
crossed out. So whether you paid it 

Mr. Rebozo. Maybe they gave me a break. 

Mr. Bellino. Maybe it was a courtesy. 

Mr. Armstrong. Would there have been any reason for moving 
from one box to another, other than moving to a larger box? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. You do not recall the signature on the box? 

Would that also have been yourself and Caroline Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. I don’t know. I had forgotten Caroline was 
on this one. She has never been in it. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever had a box on which Miss Woods 
was a signator? 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator, at this time we have a series of other ques- 
tions, but I thought it might be appropriate to at least begin to get 
into the documents question and hopefully, have us mark some ex- 
hibits before we break this afternoon, if you think that is appro- 
priate. 

Senator Weicker. Let me put it this way. First of all, let me ask 
you, insofar as questions of the committee, do you estimate that it 
will be necessary to convene tomorrow, get together with Mr. Rebozo 
tomorrow ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 
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Senator Weicker. Do yon think it will be possible to accomplish 
the questioning in a morning session, or do you envision an entire 

day • 

Mr. Lenzner. I think we’ll do the bulk of it in the morning. There 
may be some slopover after lunch ; I can’t tell. It also depends upon 
if we can get the documents tonight, whether we want to base any 
questions on those. 


Senator Weicker. Now, let me ask — and just a minute, counsel — 
let me ask counsel if I may, of the committee, exactly what is the 
status now of the subpen a relative to these documents ? 

Mr. Dash. It is covered in a letter by Senator Ervin. 

Mr. Frates. Well, might I 

Mr. Dash. Well, may 1 respond to the member of my committee ? 

Mr. Frates. Well, I’m just mumbling. 

Mr. Dash. There are a number of outstanding subpenas. There 
are some objections, I know, that you and Mr. Frates made, and all 
of these issues were brought to a head in a letter from Senator Ervin, 
chairman of the committee, dated March 12, 1974, in anticipation 
of this meeting, and it makes according to the various paragraphs, 
it refers to the particular matters. No. 1 refers to original correspond- 
ence between C. G. Rebozo and Richard Danner or Maheu and other 
agents. No. 2 goes into certain telephone records and No. 3 certain 
credit card records. No. 4, other documents — it’s all very clear. 
Actually No. 4 goes into documents involving the $4,562.38 that 
were in the Wakefield trust account. 

But the chairman — by the way — let’s see, and the ones of the 
telephone calls from other matters. There was a response by mail 
we did receive and in those cases, telephone calls, the response was 
that they did not have such records. The information the staff has 
that there should have been some records in order to assist counsel 
and Mr. Rebozo, the telephone numbers were provided in this letter. 
Also, there was some indication that some bills, travel records, should 
have been included other than the ones that were included along 
with the letter in response, and therefore I think it’s easier to go 
down the line of the March 12 letter paragraph by paragraph be- 
cause I think the chairman has ruled on that for the committee, but 
they should be supplied to the committee. 

Mr. Greer. All right, that’s not exactly correct. The chairman 
lias already ruled in paragraph 4 in terms of the $4,562.38 in today’s 
hearing that Mr. Rebozo testified he spent the money for personal 
purposes, and therefore there is no further need to go into that sub- 
ject. So that takes care of that paragraph. 

Mr. Dash. I’m not sure it does. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me try to do this in orderly fashion 
so I understand what’s going on here. Rather than just jump into the 
middle of the letter, can I understand what your position in this 
matter is? 


Mr. Frates. Well, go ahead. Mr. Greer, who’s handled this. Senator, 
will — I think again, though, it is important to bear in mind that the 
subpena — and I show that to the Senator — that’s the one that we’re 
here under. We contend that there are no outstanding subpenas. There 
are questions and disputes about some of the previous subpenas, but 
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so that technically the record is correct, that’s the subpena we’re 
here under today. We did — just a minute, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. I’m waiting. 

Mr. Feates. Now, what we’re trying to do is to take this letter 
and comply with it as much as we can so that we would not get into 
a donnybrook about it. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me talk to Mr. F rates for a minute. 

I do not understand myself how we can possibly resolve the letter 
with what you purport to be complete compliance unless we can see 
what it is you have complied with. In other words, what I’m sug- 
gesting to you is there is some objection — we’re not obviously — I am 
not sitting here, you know, deciding a motion to quash a subpena. 
We’re talking about the letter and that’s what you’re trying to do. 

Would it be appropriate this evening to find out, in other words, 
enter the documents you brought into evidence, to find out whether 
there is anything that we are arguing about at all ? 

Mr. Dash. It may be the one thing, apparently, Mr. Greer, that 
you’re saying is resolved, and I think that can be an issue that we 
can still talk about. 

Mr. Armstrong. Well, Senator, let’s find out. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let’s go ahead. 

Mr. Feates. Well, let me ask this. 

I think again when we’re talking about the documents we can 
run down this letter and take it paragraph by paragraph. 

Senator, I think that many of those documents they already have 
in their possession, so this idea of let us see your documents 

Mr. Dash. If we had them, we wouldn’t ask for them. 

Mr. Feates. You’ve had them, Sam, hours and hours and hours. 

Mr. Dash. Well, Senator- 

Senator Weicker. Well, let him finish. 

Mr. Feates. Well, why don’t we run down the letter. I think. 
Senator, the quickest way is to run down the letter, tell you what we 
have and what we’ve objected to, and then we can debate whether 
you think we should make them available this evening. 

Senator Weicker. Go ahead. 

Mr. Greer. Senator, to present the procedural aspect, we arc here 
under a subpena which calls only for Mr. Rebozo to appear on what 
was March 18, and then bv telegram was modified to March 20, 
today. There was no duces tecum attached to that subpena. 

Wait, Sam. 

Prior to that time, there were a series of duces tecum sub penas. 
We have objected to a portion of those and we have complied with 
other portions. Now, we received late last week a letter from Senator 
Ervin dated March 12. addressed to Mr. Harper of our office, setting 
forth a series of things which the Senator and the staff contended 
have not been complied with. Certain of those things we are prepared 
to comply with at this time. Others we are not. 

Now, I can tell you what those things are at this time and what 
our objections are to the others. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

Mr. Dash. That’s an orderly procedure. That’s all I’m asking for. 

Mr. Greer. Now, paragraph 1, the correspondence with Mr. Dan- 
ner and the other Hughes representatives, we have those letters 
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present and they have already been looked at by the committee, but 
we are happy to show them to them again. 

Paragraph 2— 

Senator Weicker. Now, as he goes over the letter, I don’t have 
a copy, this is a matter between you two. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, may I just make a comment, Mr. Greer one 
simple question. 

Do you have any objection to us making copies from the original 
documents you’ve brought with you ? 

Mr. Greer. If we have the originals. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, if you have copies, can we make copies from 
the copies? 

Mr. Greer. You may make copies from the copies. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right. That’s fine . 

Mr. Greer. Now. as to the remaining items, paragraph 2 calls for 
all original phone records or phone messages which reflect telephone 
calls from C. G. Rebozo to 

Senator Weicicer. Now, excuse me. I’m trying to listen to Mr. 
Greer. Let’s knock it off. 

Mr. Greer [continuing] . To any of the following individuals : And 
there was a whole host of over 100 names. We perused the plim^ 
records 

Mr. Armstrong. Excuse me. How manv ? 

Mr. Greer. Over 100 I believe. 

And we perused Mr. Rebozo’s phone records and there were nn 
records which reflected such contacts. 

We informed the committee of this. They replied that they thought 
there should be, and they gave us a list of 170 phone numbers for 
11 different phones. Now, we got this the end of last week. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

Mr. Greer. We have had no way to begin to look at the records 
to determine if over a 5-year period there were any phone calls to 
or from those phone numbers. 

Now, personally, I think that is an entirely objectionable request 
to have to go in and do this, and we mav want to object to it on that 
ground. We have not decided that as of yet, but right now ive just 
physically have not had a chance to begin to look at the records to 
see if these 170 phone numbers for 11 different phones over a 5-year 
period can be complied with. 

Senator Weicker. Does anybody have an objection on that? 
Obviously it doesn’t 

Mr. Dash. Well, I think counsel, at this point, if he is raising the 
question of reasonable time to comply, is raising an appropriate 
issue, and if he needs more time to reply, I think he can do that, of 
course. 

Mr. Armstrong. It’s actually a very simple process to go through 
those records. It would take no longer than an hour. 

Mr. Greer. I do not agree with you at all. 

Mr. Armstrong. If you show me the records 

Mr. Greer. To do it properly, you would have to take — the first 
number as area code 202-293-2900. You have to take each record 
for each of 11 phones for 5 years and go down each of those records, 
looking for that number. 
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Mr. Armstrong If you take a few key numbers 

Senator Weicker. You can’t do that. You made a specific request. 

Mr. Greer. You made a request for 170 numbers. 

Senator Weicker. All I am saying is, if you are given a reasonable 
time, can you comply? 

Mr. Rebozo. My gal said it would take her a month to do this. 

Mr. Greer. Frankly, I don’t know what records are available. I 
haven’t had a chance to go out to the bank and look. That is why 
1 want to hold it in abeyance and we’ll come back to the committee 
with a specific response. 

Mr. Frates. We’ll tell the Senator that we will certainly make 
an effort to do it. 

Mr. Greer. I frankly don’t know. I hai e not been able to look at 
whether the phone records are there. That’s why I can’s tell you. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve glanced at these numbers, and I usually remember 
phone numbers, and I would say most of them I’ve never heard of, 
and some of the area codes they fall in I’ve never heard of. If they 
would just pinpoint certain numbers that I’ve had certain conversa- 
tions with 


Mr. Greer. If there’s any way we can get it narrowed down. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I see no reason why in this matter — 
Counsel has indicated lie will try. Now, Sam, this is something — now, 
obviously there is a physical problem. 

Mr. Dash. I agree with that, and I talked to Mr. Greer about that 
and admitted it earlier. 

Senator Weicker. All right. We’ll try to resolve the thing. Go on. 

Mr. Greer. All right, paragraph 3 calls for any and all credit 
card and other charges reflecting contact with certain named indi- 
viduals. We have provided the few items that reflect actual contact 
in instances where it has any possible relationship to Senate Resolu- 
tion GO. There may be others that represent private contact between 
Mr. Rebozo and say the President, but it has nothing to do with 
campaigns. So everything that does have to do with campaigns we 
have provided. 

Now, they’ve come back and said, wc don’t think that we have. 
Our position is that all of it has been provided that reflects a contact. 

Senator Weicker. Does somebody care to respond to that? 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, one way we may have to develop that, if you 
are representing that the only records related to that request are the 
ones you already have is by going into extensive questioning with 
Mr. Rebozo on all of the meetings with Mr. Danner and all of the 
people, and whether he has in his possession credit card vouchers, 
records, or expense items that reflect when those meetings took place. 

Det me just give you one example. Say there was a conversation 
or meeting in Las Vegas that wc think is pertinent with Mr. Rebozo 
and Mr. Danner. Wc would obviously want to see the travel records 
to pin that date down and how long he stayed out there and who 
be mav have met with. 


Mr. Rebozo. That’s easy. 

Mr. Frates. We have no — we have no objection. 

Mr. Rebozo. But to give me 5 pages of phone numbers 

Mr. Dash. We’re not talking about phone numbers. We’re talking 
about travel records with particular persons. 



Mr. Rebozo. But they’ve asked for all travel records, including 
every time I visited the President. Well, that’s been in the paper 
every time, you know, and I get it every time I go into Washington, 
I assume, but it seems like the request is a little extreme and 
unreasonable. 

Senator, the problem that I’ve got, I’ve got a small office. I’ve got 
people about out of their minds. We’ve got over 2,000 man-hours 
invested in pulling out documents and stuff for this committee. Back 
in September we gave things we felt were not really required by 
the mandate but we said, we’ll get it behind us. Let’s go ahead and 
cooperate. We’ll get it to them. Row, much of the same stuff is being 
requested over again, and my people are just up tight, and it is just 
an unfair added burden to impose on them at a time like this when 
our small staff is busy during the winter season. 

Mr. Greer. And the problem is, these records don’t reflect contact. 
You’d have to take the records, determine dates, determine exactly 
where the trip was to, and then determine if there was any later 
contact from that record. We provided everything that shows on it 
a contact, and that is what the subpena called for, that reflected a 
contact. 

Mr. Lenzner. Pertaining to 

Mr. Greer. Specifically named individuals, and where the records 
have a reference on them to those individuals or to a meeting, we 
have provided that. 

Mr. Dash. In other words, to clarify that, assuming Mr. Rebozo 
made some trips to Las Vegas, the travel record wouldn’t necessarily 
show that he met with Mr. Danner. 

Mr. Greer. And the same thing is, if he went to Washington or 
New York or anywhere else, that we would have to have some indica- 
tion without having to force Mr. Rebozo to sit down and take each 
record and reconstruct what he did on each and every trip, and if 
during the course of that trip he may have seen or talked to some- 
body on the phone. It is physically almost impossible to do. 

Mr. Dash. Is there any way that the staff can guide, I mean make 
much more specific the meetings that we would like to address 
ourselves to? 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I think another thing, we have sent a memo- 
randum of law on this matter, but if I may, the Supreme Court of 
the United States in several decisions has said — if I can just briefly — 
because I think this gets very close to what we’re talking about, of 
course, a legislative investigation. This is according to the Supreme 
Court, is anv investigation must proceed step by step, but step bv 
step or totality, an adequate foundation for an inquiry must be laid 
before proceeding in such a manner as will substantially tread upon 
and severely curtail or inhibit constitutionally protected activities, or 
seriously interfere with similarly protected associations rights. 

Mr. Greer. The case saws vou can’t go on a fishing expedition. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I understand that, and I think what 
we’re trying to work out here is 

Mr. Frates. We want to comply, and we will comply with anything 
that we feel — when I say we feel — that is related or covered by this. 
And if we don’t we will specifically say we think that is not. 
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Senator Weicker. Well, I think we’re making good progress 
here and I think Sam asked Terry if there is any way that he 
can give additional guidance in this matter. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Well, my original suggestion I think was simply 
to include in our questioning — we’ve already been over some con- 
tacts — whether Mr. Rebozo is aware of whether he lias specific 
records relating to the particular meeting or transaction. 

Mr. Greer. If you can give us a list of meetings, and if we already 
know the general timeframe, we’ll go back in and search the records. 

Mr. Lenzxer. For example, I don’t understand. We don’t have 
a — you have not produced a copy or a record of the trip — I think 
you showed us an airline ticket one time but we never did get a copy 
of that — to San Clemente for the July 3, 1970, meeting. 

Mr. Frates. You’ve got the information. We’ll produce that, 
we’ll give it to you. 

Mr. Bellino. Well, something to support it firmly. That’s all we 
want. 

Mr. Frates. Well, all Mr. Bellino wants is in complete violation 
of every Supreme Court record I’ve ever read. 

Mr. Bellino. Senator, I object to him. I have said nothing to him 
at all. 

Mr. Frates. Mr. Bellino’s idea of an investigation is to make 
everybody produce all of their records, and that is what they’ve done 
in every bank in this country, and every record, and he’s bird -dogged 
it and he’s persisted on every private record that lie’s had, all in 
complete violation of the Supreme Court records, and we say, if 
you relate something specific, we’ll produce it. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Well, that’s exactly, Bill 

Mr. F rates. We’ve tried, Senator, from the inception, to cooperate 
to make records available without subpenas, hour on hour after. So 
we have over and over again tried to cooperate, not secret informa- 
tion, and we are still willing to do that. 

Mr. Lenzxer. I think Mr. Bellino was simply pointing out to my 
attention, Mr. Frates, there are specific items that we can indicate 
to you are items w r e think are pertinent to our inquiry. 

Mr. Greer. If you can give us a list, itemized 

Mr. Frates. We’ve asked for this over and over again. 

Mr. Rebozo. Pick out the phone numbers, too. 

Senator Weicker. Well, you’re going to cooperate on the phone 
numbers, and lie’s going to give you as much as he can to assist you 
in the others. 

Mr. Greer. Paragraph 4 goes into the 1968 campaign and the 
$4,562 which was discussed earlier this morning. Senator Ervin ruled 
that Mr. Rebozo’s testimony that lie spent the $4,500, that was his 
monev and he spent it on personal items, was sufficient, and it ended 
that line of inquirv. I don’t think we need to go into it any further. 

Mr. Frates. Well, the record will show that. 

Mr. Dash. Well, Senator Weicker, he ruled on a question. The 
question wasn’t backed up by any documentation, and therefore, the 
questioner had a problem. We have not been provided with the 
records. 
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Now, wait a minute. Let me finish. I agree that if the records were 
to show that this particular item had nothing to do with the cam- 
paign in 1972, and did not relate to funds that were used in the 
campaign of 1972, that we under our resolution, have no right to 
pursue it. But, in an inquiry to find that out, and whether we ever 
use it in our report or whether we ever conclude on that, we cannot 
make that decision until — if we have probable cause to believe that 
the money may have been used — until we see the records. 

For instance, we do know that a portion of these funds were sent 
to Kalmbach, and Ivalmbach used it for Ulasewicz. 

Mr, Frates. And you can interpret into it anything you want, 
but what he did, he sent it, the document is in evidence, there’s no 
question about that. 

Mr. Dash. Unfortunately we’re asking a question from the blind, 
and I think Senator Ervin had to rule on the basis of the question 
asked in the blind which we could not at this point — in fact, Senator 
Ervin was the one who said that this has to be complied with. 

Senator Weicker. What is the request ? 

Mr. Greer, Here is the request. Specifically refers to the 1968 
campaign, No. 4. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, let me show you these two 

Mr. Dash. And the purpose of Senator Ervin’s request 

Mr. Frates. Wait a minute. 

Senator Weicker. Well, it seems to me — I’d be glad to listen to 
counsel, but it seems to me that Senator Ervin, having signed this 
letter specifically requesting documentation, relevant to this amount, 
would control insofar as the subpena and insofar as the document 
is concerned. I don’t in any way intend to overrule the chairman’s 
ruling this morning which related to a question, but as far as docu- 
ments are concerned, I would have to be guided by the chairman’s 
letter. 

Mr. Frates. Well, Senator, I don’t know if you were here when 
we were talking about these two. 

Senator Weicker. I was here. 

Mr. Frates. And I think the record will clearly show that the 
chairman will rule that those were not proper questions, and he 
established the ground rule. 

Senator Weicker. Counsel, I don’t disagree with you insofar as 
the question is concerned. Here we are talking about documents 
subpenaed, and quite frankly, if the chairman has signed the 
letter— — 

Mr. Dash. Senator, he said in his ruling if Terry could show 
where it related to 1972, he would allow it in. And he couldn’t show 
it because we didn’t have the documents because they hadn’t been 
produced. We are looking for the documents. 

Now, documents may show that they don’t relate, but in all in- 
vestigations, you don’t know until you see, but if they do relate, we 
believe that they do relate. 

Mr. Greer. We’re back to a fishing expedition. 

Mr. Dash. No, this is not a fishing expedition because we do know 
the money was used in part for the 1972 campaign. We don’t know 
what. We believe that the rest might be able to show this. 
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Mr. Greer. Senator, let me say this on this one particular thing. 
This has been posed to the full committee where we came up here 
and objected to these various things. As far as we know the full 
committee has not ruled on this. You were here, we were satisfied 
that the chairman’s ruling would substantiate that under the Supreme 
Court decisions that we do not have to produce anything other than 
what has already been produced on that. 

And I will say to you, Senator, that we are not going tp pro- 
duce them. T mean, I don’t want to play games with you because we - 
feel, for whatever motivation we might have, we are not going to 
produce them and if the chairman rules that we have to 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me put it this way. As far as that 
item is concerned, just mark down they’re not going to produce 
them. We’re going to be getting together again tomorrow morning. 
The chairman will have a chance to be here. You might want to re- 
view it again there. I understand — well, let me put it this way. I 
received your objection. I don’t intend to do anything about it. It 
is just received, it’s noted, and as far as that item is concerned, we’ll 
take it up again tomorrow. 

Mr. Dash. I think it should be noted for the record that the 
chairman’s letter, which is the chairman of the committee, says that 
there was no compliance, and the letter calls for this compliance. 

Mr. Frates. The letter is not a subpena, and again, we’re debating, 

Mr. Greer. Well, let’s not argue anymore. Everybody has every- 
body’s position. 

Senator Weicker. I understand the objection of counsel. I have 
rioted and I have so interpreted the chairman’s letter to mean what 
it says. 

Mr. Dash. Which directs compliance with the subpenas. 

Senator Weicker. Which directs compliance. 

Now, as far as anything else is concerned, I suggest we wait on 
that item until tomorrow. 

Mr. Greer. Finally, it asks for 

Senator Weicker. And we can sit here and talk until we’re blue 
in the face and we won’t solve anything. 

Mr. Greer. Terry, I don’t think we need to discuss anything 
anymore. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I just want to add one thing, Senator. At one 
point I think we ought to have in the record — -and whether you want 
to do it now or tomorrow, your advice — just an explanation of the 
pertinency, our statement as to the pertinencv that those documents 
have to our mandate, so that it’s clear on the record for both Mr. 
Frates and us. 

Mr. Dash. Well, whv doesn’t it go in right now ? 

Senator Weicker. Why doesn’t it go in right now? We’ve heard 
their statement ; now let’s hear your statement. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Again, Senator, we also want to include in the 
record the subsections of the resolution that we feel are the founda- 
tion for the subpena duces tecum for these specific documents. 

, , Do you want us to do that now, too ? 

Mr. Frates. We are not standing on that. 

Mr. Greer. I would like to know, Bill, because it’s going to come 

up. 
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Mr. Dash* Well, we’re laying the groundwork. 

Senator Weicker. Well, why don’t you — — • 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, why don’t I cite them and have the reporter 
add them for the record. They’re quite lengthy. 

The first, we are talking about Senate Resolution 60, including the 
language authorizing an investigation of “illegal, improper, unethical 
activities in the Presidential election of 1972,” which appears on 
page 21. 

Mr. Greer. Can you give us the section citation ? 

Mr. Lekzner. I will in a second. 

Which my quote indicated, this is in section 1(a) at page 22 of the 
rules, 1 “indicate the necessity or desirability of the enactment of 
new congressional legislation to safeguard the electoral process by 
which the President of the United States is chosen.” 

We also would include in that section 2 of Senate Resolution 60, 
subsections (11), (12), and (13) and (16) 2 . 

Mr. Greer. I don’t think you have to quote them. We all have 
copies. 

Mr. Lenzner. I will not quote them now. 

In addition to the question of the funds going to Mr. Kalmbach, 
Senator, which we have already documented, we also have an interest 
in determining what manner formerly campaign funds were utilized 
as late as 1972, campaign funds going back to 1968, apparently were 
converted to Mr. Rebozo’s use in 1972. We want to determine what 
actual use was made of them, No. 1, because it may relate directly 
or indirectly to the campaign of 1972. It may relate directly or 
indirectly to a whole variety of other things that the committee has 
been investigating, Ulasewicz and the setting up of funds to pay 
for the Watergate defendants, but indeed, it is in itself evidence of 
a conversion of campaign funds, albeit from a prior campaign, and 
that to me also refers and is pertinent to our inquiry and what hap- 
pened, and what use, if any, was made of the $100,000. 

Now, if you are having an inquiry, a prior similar act related 
to the incident that you are looking at is entirely pertinent to de- 
termining whether the incident you are looking at could have hap- 
pened, whether the person you are looking at could have had the 
propensity to do exactly the same thing. 

Mr. Greer. Prior similar acts are never admissible. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s absolutely incorrect. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let him lay his groundwork. 

Mr. Greer. Keep on. 

Mr. Lenzner. The prior similar act is pertinent because if in fact 
campaign funds were converted to Mr. Rebozo’s personal use in 1972, 
we are suggesting that that is a precedent at least for the possibility 
that he may have converted some or all of the $100,000 campaign 
funds in 1972. 

Mr. Frates. We object to your statement of the campaign funds 
because the record is clear and there’s absolutely no evidence that 
these were not campaign funds, that it was in the Thomas Wakefield 
special account which he had gone over in considerable detail. 


1 See Book 1, p. 427. 

3 See Book 1, p. 430. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Can I finish, Bill ? 

^ Mr. Frates. Well, I put his statement in there, but I’d like the 
Senator to know that we are going to — we think we are on valid 
grounds here. We’re not going to produce them. If we’re going into 
citation, we will, and we’ll go to the Supreme Court. I don’t say that 
in a sense of arrogance, and I hope you understand that, but we are 
trying to save time because we feel if there ever was an instance 
where the investigative committee lias gone completely out of bounds, 
this is it, and we feel this is— — 

Senator Weigher. Wei], my position in the matter is, as I have 
stated to you, which is nobody's ruling on anything tonight, that 
vo 11 have a chance to discuss it again tomorrow. Mery frankly, even 
if it were not resolved tomorrow, it s a matter that the full committee 
would get together, so that in no wav are you being forced to do 
anything at this stage of the game. I think it is just good to get the 
positions out on the table and we can go from there. 

So, why don’t you continue with laying out your statement? 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Senator, if it’s OK with Mr. Frates, with- 
out going on and laying out everything, if I could submit a copy 
to the record and I will submit a copy. 

Mr. Dash. That’s fine. 

Mr. Frates. That’s fine. 

Senator Weigher. Now, let’s continue on. 

Mr. Greer. There’s one remaining item in the letter, Senator, 
which calls for the production of all of Mr. Rebozo’s original bank 
statements and checks from 1969 through 1973, and if ever there 
was a fishing expedition, that is it. These records have been pro- 
vided to Mr. Bellino 

Mr. Dash. What records are those ? 

Mr. Greer. It’s on page 2 the next to the last paragraph. These 
records have been shown to Mr. Bellino. He has been through them. 

Mr. Bellino. What’s that? 

Mr. Greer. Repeatedly, and if there are specific relevant items 
which apply to this investigation and those relevant items will 
be provided to us by list, we will provide them. But to just come 
in and dump all of Mr. Rebozo’s bank records and checks into 
the committee’s lap and say here you are without any showing 
of relevance 

Mr. Dash. I’m still trying to find that. 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s page 3, second to the last paragraph. 

Mr. Dash. You are also requested 

Mr. Greer. By telephone, copies of the originals of Mr. Rebozo’s 
bank statements and checks from 1969 through 1973, a period of 
5 years. 

Senator Weigher. You say Mr. Bellino has already seen these? 

Mr. Greer. We set him down in front of them, and he’s gone 
through them. 

Mr. Bellino. No, sir, I’ve not seen anything subsequent to De- 
cember 31, 1972, and furthermore, the disbursements that I saw 
were selected items which they were rushing me to get through. 

Mr. Frates. Rushed you for 3 days. 

Mr. Bellino. All I’m asking for is to get copies of the bank state- 
ments. I don’t care whether they give us the checks right now or not. 
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The bank statements, because I found other items that I want to 
check against those bank statements. 

Mr. Greer. It says bank statements and checks, and we still say 
that is an entirely improper request. If you can present us with the 
specific items you want to see, we will be happy to comply, but just 
to bring in a man’s entire financial records and say here, we think 
that is totally and entirely objectionable under all Supreme Court 
citations. 

Mr. Dash. Do you have a statement of pertinency as to this? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, if we could follow the same procedure to save 
time. I’ll furnish you a copy of the statement of pertinency for 
you and for the record and for the Senators. 

Mr. Frates, is that agreeable ? 

Mr. Frates. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. Is that acceptable ? 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me ask a question here. 

I don’t understand counsel’s position on this matter. Are you 
saying that you do object to this one as you did object to the one 
before? Are you saying that you suggest some method whereby it 
can be worked out? 

Mr. Greer. We’re saying we suggest a method whereby it can be 
worked out, if we can be provided with specific items from Mr. 
Rebozo’s records in which the committee has legitimate interest, 
they will be provided, but to require anyone to come in and provide 
all of his financial records, we feel is objectionable, and we will not 
comply with that. 

Mr. Rebozo. May I say a word, Senator ? 

One of the reasons for this- — and I know counsel doesn’t like the 
client 

Senator Weicker. I was about to ask counsel if he is going to 
let his client talk. 

Mr. Frates. Well, I’m waiting to hear what he says. 

Mr. Dash. Do you want to go off the record ? 

•Mr. Frates. No, no. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I’ll put it on the record. 

One of the reasons for this is that after he got through going 
through all of my bank statements, canceled checks, when Bellino 
finished all of that, there was one check in there that I had written 
about 3 years before to a lawyer for $700 and they called on that 
lawyer to see what it was for, and it involved a case involving 
a nephew of mine that had no bearing whatsoever on this case, but 
it shows you the extent to which they go. And I just don’t feel 
that that is fair. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I’ve got to say, too, Mr. Rebozo, and 
also to counsel, that we all do the job that is given to us, and 
your counsel does a very vigorous and very excellent job, and very 
frankly, I think Mr. Bellino does the same thing, and I think the 
record should so state. 

So I’m sure that you obviously do not embrace Mr. Bellino to 
your bosom anymore than, as I said, that in doing their job, are 
your counsel. But the fact is, they’re all doing their job, and I think 
the record should show that each is doing a proper job, and I 
don’t want any personal comments in the matter. 
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Mr. Rebozo. Well, I don’t want any personal comments on that, 
but he seriously affected my credit rating by going to a bank that 
loaned me money and questioning the wisdom of the loan and the 
President of the loan told me this. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I suggest that if there is anything spe- 
cific, I think you should refer it to counsel. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, there are several things, and I — we’ll go into 
it. This is the only reason. Otherwise we’ll go right back to what we 
did in the beginning. We’ll give them everything. 

Mr. Lenzner. On that point, Mr. Rebozo, can we agree that at 
the beginning Mr. Bellino was given access to certain documents 
from 1969 through 1972, but we were not given copies nor were 
we allowed to make copies of any of those documents? 

Can we agree on that ? 

Mr. Greer. No, we cannot. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, for your information, Mr. Bellino on one 
of the first days of many, many days in our office, made a list and he 
just said he didn’t have the bank statements, and here we have 
it, I guess this is your own writing, isn’t it, Mr. Bellino? You have 
a very good hand. Statements from December 31, 1968 to December 3, 
1969. 

Mr. Bellino. That’s right. 

Mr. Frates. And this, I understood, you had them right on 
through 1962. 

Mr. Rebozo. 1972. 

Mr. Frates. 1972. 

Mr. Bellino. Read further, read further. You’ll see the rest of 
them. 

Mr. Frates. But you just said you didn’t have them. 

Mr. Bellino. I just said I looked at everything up to 1972, but 
I didn’t see anything for 1973. 

Mr. Frates. Well, then, you’ve looked at everything from 1969 
to 1972. 

Mr. Bellino. That’s right. You made them available to me. 

Mr. Frates. And you examined them for 3 or 4 days in our office, 
at least 3 or 4 days. 

Mr. Bellino. That’s right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, the only point, Senator, is that at this point, 
we 

Mr. Greer. Well, I think, Senator, at this point 

Mr. Lenzner. Alan, can I just finish? 

We have in every instance that a subpena has been served, on 
every other witness, always required that the documents be produced 
in their original form so that we can make copies of them at our 
own expense. And that’s 

Mr. Dash. By the way, I want to say, as chief counsel, this is ex- 
actly what we’ve done. In Mr. Rebozo’s case, we did the convenient 
thing of having our staff go down there and work with them so that 
they would not be inconvenienced. Everybody else has had to come 
in here or produce the originals here in Washington. 

Mr. Greer. That does not make it right, Mr. Dash. 

Mr. Dash. I agree, but we’ve been working, as Senator Weicker 
well knows, under tremendous pressure of having to put on hearings 
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and an investigation in the time of a 1-year resolution in a broad 
area, and I think, as Senator Weicker said, that the investigative 
staff has had a tremendous burden to produce facts, and we’ve had 
our job, and we’ve tried to do it in the best way we can, and an 
investigation means getting facts and asking things that some people 
don’t want. 

Senator Weicker. Well, if everybody would sit down, please, and 
let me try to weed this thing out as to where we now stand. 

Now, in this letter there is agreement on the first item requested. 
And let me just start from the beginning now and go through. 

Mr. Lenzner. We have one other item, Senator, that we haven’t 
finished. 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me start at the beginning. We’ll end 
up at the last. 

The first portion of the letter is what? 

Mr. Dash. That’s the correspondence, and I think they said we 
can make copies of it. 

Senator Weicker. That is being provided, is that correct? 

Mr. Greer. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. Point No. 2 is what? 

Mr. Greer. Point No. 2 is telephone records. 

Mr. Lenzner. I just wanted to ask him a question. 

After we finish going through the letter, Senator, I would just 
like to have that correspondence marked tonight as exhibits so we 
can have access to that prior to tomorrow. 

Senator Weicker. I gather that was agreed to. 

Mr. Dash. They agreed we can make copies. 

Senator Weicker. As far as item No. 1 is concerned. 


Now, item No. 2. 

Mr. Greer. Is the telephone records, as we have said. 

Senator Weicker. I gather that they’re going to try to be of as- 


sistance, along with you, try to narrow this thing down in order that 
there not be a logistical problem. 

Mr. Dasii. And you’re going to see what kind of a problem it’s 
going to be. 


Mr. Greer. Right. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 
Item No. 3. 


Mr. Greer. Item No. 3 is — — 

Mr. Dash. Do you want to make a statement on that? 

Mr. Lenzner. I just want to find out if you have the records here, 
the telephone records you’re going to be using? 

Mr. Greer. No, we do not. 

Senator Weicker. Item No. 3. 

Mr. Greer. Item No. 3 is the travel records, documents and vouchers 
that reflect contacts, and we’ve agreed that you’re going to give us 
the specific list of dates and places so we can search the records. 

Item No. 4 


Senator Weicker. You object? 

Mr. Greer. We’ve objected to, and that is on the record. 

Senator Weicker. And you’re going to deliver your statement of 
pertinency, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 
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Mr. Greek. Item No. 5 is all of Mr. Rebozo’s bank statements and 
checks. We didn't feel that since Mr. Bellino has been through at 

least 1968 to 1972 

Mr. Dash. 1969. 

Mr. Greer. He told us that he wanted 1968, all of 1969 through 
19 f 2. As to those records, you ought to be able to tell us what specific 

items are of import and if there is no objection to them we will provide 
them. 


Mr. Bellino. The only thing I ask on that, Senator, is copies of 
the deposit statements. They could hold onto the checks. We’ll ask 
for specific checks after we get the item, because in some cases I 
could identify the amount and I won’t need the check. 

Mr. Frates. Well, you’ve had the statements, you looked at the 
statements. You had the statements. 

Mr. Bellino. I had the statements, but I didn’t copy every item 
down. 

Mr. Frates. Please don’t yell at me. 

Mr. Bellino. I am not yelling. I just want to hear you. 

Mr. Frates. I’m having no trouble hearing you. 

Senator Weicker. But he doesn’t hear you. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, can I suggest, Senator, here the simple point, 
as I understand it Mr. Bellino’s request seems limited and reason- 
able. All we have to find out is whether you agree to comply and 
furnish those. 


Senator Weicker. May I suggest on this item, let me think about 
this one. and you think that, and I gather it is a little bit narrower 
than what is contemplated in the letter. 

Mr. Greer. That is correct. Let us discuss that. 

Senator Weicker. We can talk about it, because we’re going to 
oe back on it tomorrow morning, and there’s no reason everybody has 
to get their heels in cement on it. 

Now, what’s the last item? 

Mr. Greer. As far as I know that’s the last. 

Senator Weicker. Isn’t there one more? 


Mr. Lenzner. In the last paragraph, it has also been brought to 
my attention that the committee has not yet received the majority 
of materials previously subpenaed and specified at Mr. Frates request 
in Marc Lackritz’ letter of November 2. 1973, and the chairman 
goes on, please forward those materials, identified in Mr. Lackritz’ 
letter, which have not been previously provided to the committee. 

Now Senator, the background of that is, at a meeting in the fall 
at Mr. Frates’ request, Mr. Frates had a meeting with Senator Ervin 
and Senator Baker. And one of the understandings that we had com- 
ing out of that meeting was that we would specify specific areas that 
we wanted documents from, and we would contact them, as we did, 
telephonically and later in writing from Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Lackritz’ 
letter is tab 7 of the documents. 


Mr. Dash. If you could give Senator Weicker a copy of that. 

Mr. Greer. Do you have a copy of that letter? 

I don’t seem to have it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And that request was previously included in Sena- 
tor Ervin and Senator Baker’s letter of 
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Mr. Frates. Well, we considered that letter to be completely a 
fishing expedition, Senator, and we did not feel that it represented 
the feeling of Senator Baker and Senator Ervin, who were there, 
and we thought we were going to be asked for specific documents. 
And if we felt they were relevant or within the resolution, then 
they were going to be produced. 

Mr. Leistzner. Senator, if you will turn to tab 8 you will see a 
letter to Mr. Frates of January 10, 1974, which referred to the 
meeting and the information that Mr. Frates brought to Senator 
Ervin and Senator Baker’s attention. In the last two paragraphs 
signed by both the chairman and cochairman, you’ll note it says : 

In this context we are advised that while certain documents have been 
furnished to the Committee staff for inspection pursuant to the Committee 
subpoenas, Mr. Rebozo has refused to furnish the committee with copies of 
some documents and has refused to furnish, even for examination, all the 
documents properly subpoenable pursuant to S. Res. 60. As you are aware, 
the subpoenaed documents were examined in Florida to assist Mr. Rebozo’s 
convenience and not only to furnish them in Washington. However, the 
committee now requests that Mr. Rebozo furnish the copies of the specific 
documents sought, including those documents which Mr. Rebozo has up to 
now refused to furnish the committee. 

It is our intention to maintain these documents in a secure fashion with 
limited access to a specified number of staff employees. 

Now, those documents 

Mr. Dash. Now, that is signed by both the chairman and the vice 
chairman. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, those documents are the documents that were 
referred to in a meeting between Mr. Frates, Senator Ervin, and 
Senator Baker. 

Mr. Frates. I disagree with you on that, Terry, but again 

Senator Weicker. Is that the letter of November 2, then? 

Mr. Lenzxer. We received no response to Senator Baker and Sena- 
tor Ervin’s letter that I just read as far as I know. 

Mr. Frates. Well, we received no further requests. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Let me finish answering Senator Weicker’s question, 
if I may. As a result, in Senator Ervin’s letter to Mr. Frates with 
regard to this meeting of March 12, he again reiterated that there 
was a need to comply with the previously issued subpena, and re- 
ferred specifically to the Lackritz letter of November 1974r— of 1973, 
I’m sorry. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, again, getting down to not the semantics of 
the word game — we are here and going to cooperate and try to pro- 
duce every record that we can that we possibly feel is relevant and 
material. We could debate what was said on the telephone and argue 
all of these things. If they will tell us what specific records they 
want, we will certainly try to have them available. We have many 
of these records here with us and we will try to make them avail- 
able, so that we can conclude this matter. That is why we are here. 

Mr. Greer. But things such as November 2, where you ask for 
all records, all personal records containing cash receipts, cash dis- 
bursements — generally, you are saying, turn over Mr. Rebozo’s en- 
tire records, everything he ever had or ever will have. We think 
that is totally objectionable and outside the case law. 
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These records have been provided. They have been looked at. They 
have been through the accountant’s records. If you could give us 
specific instances 

Senator Weicker. Well, let me ask you a question. 

For instance, have you brought with you to Washington — I’ll just 
pick out four items because they’re obviously quite specific — the rec- 
ords re Key Biscayne Bank building, records re B&C Investment, 
records re Monroe Land Title, records re Adams Key? 

Have you brought those with you? 

Mr. Greer. No, sir We have not. 

Senator Weicker. Well, that’s a little bit different. You see, the 
difficulty I find is, I might, on the one hand, I agree with your argu- 
ment that all personal records containing, you know, cash disburse- 
ments is one hell of a request. On the other hand, when I see that you 
haven’t brought the documents relative to something like records 
re Adams Key, I figure you’re not complying at all. 

Mr. Frates. That has absolutely no relationship to this. 

Mr. Greer. Senator, the problem is, you cannot look at this re- 
quest in isolation. When you look at items 1 through 14 and you 
look at the history of Mr. Rebozo’s life, those requests make up a 
total request for the entire file of Mr. Rebozo. It asks for every- 
thing, every business transaction he has ever had with no showing 
or no indication of any pertinency or relevancy. 

Now, Mr. Armstrong has made a statement to me 

Senator Weicker. Of course, isn’t there a remedy available to you 
which seems to me 

Mr. Frates. Without producing 

Senator Weicker. Well, listen to me. 

You could have moved to quash the subpena, couldn’t you? 

Mr. Greer. The committee has taken the position that the only 
way we could get into court — as a matter of fact, we tried to quash 
the subpena, Your Honor — oh. excuse me, Senator — and this com- 
mittee went into court and took the position that the court had no 
jurisdiction to rule on the validity of those subpenas, and that is the 
position of the committee. And we did try to quash the subpenas. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did we win that one? 

Mr. Frates. No, they threw your subpena out. 

Mr. Dash. The subpena was a court subpena. It was signed by 
the district court. Actually, under the law, as I understand it, you 
can move to quash a committee subpena if your basis is that it is out 
of the resolution of the committee. That is the only reason. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I think the real question here is on the items 
related to the November 2, 1973, letter, as I understand. 

Mr. Dash. They’re different, aren’t they? 

Mr. Lenzner. Relating to the November 2, 1973, letter that Sena- 
tor Ervin referred to in his letter of March 12, 1974. I take it the 
position you are taking is that none of these documents — you’re 
not going to furisli these documents? 

Mr. Frates. Senator, we have made these documents available. 
They have examined them. It’s true, we have not permitted them at 
this time to make copies — ■Mr, Bellino, Mr. Dale, Mr. Armstrong. 

Senator Weicker. Obviously you've got to follow the same be- 
havior in the instance of Mr. Rebozo that we have of all of the other 
witnesses. 
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Mr. Greek. I don’t know if that is correct. 

Senator Weicker. Well, the only thing I’m trying to find out now 
is, we run through the list — where do we stand on this last item? 

As I say, we’re not going to resolve everything tonight. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, why I said that, they are now in a position 
to tell us specifically what they want, instead of gunshotting it, and 
we’ll attempt to produce that even if we don’t have some of the records. 
We’ll try to get them up here. This is the only reason I say, they 
have seen them, so they should know if there is any relevancy or 
materiality in the documents they have examined. And if they will 
tell us that we will attempt to produce them. 

Senator Weicker. Is there any reason, is there any reason, just 
out of curiosity, why counsel from the staff and counsel foi* Mr. 
Rebozo should not be able to sit down tonight and do some talking 
on this subject of these documents if they brought documents with 
them ? 

Oh, why *»/e we all 

Mr. Dash. What documents have been brought? 

That’s what we don’t have. 

Mr. Frates. We brought a lot of documents. 

Mr. Dasii. Well, the finance records? 

Mr. Frates. We’ve got two suitcases full of them, Senator. 

Senator Weicker. Well, instead of all this bouncing, rather than 
hold upJVIr. Rebozo and a lot of others, it seems to me there ought 
to be some dialog going on here as between counsel. 

Mr. Frates. Well, i think to some extent, we have had a fair 
dialog between Mr. Dash and Mr. Lenzner when we got down to 
specifics and weren’t hollering at each other, and we seem to have 
worked these problems out. I think, again, as they insisted, frankly 
again, where we have a problem was when we try to do business 
with Mr. Bellino and Mr. Armstrong. And I’m not saying that 

Mr. Dash. Well, Mr. Bellino and Mr. Armstrong followed through 
on assignments given to them. 

Mr. Frates. I’m not asking you to defend them or not. I am stat- 
ing a fact. I would hope that we could work out some specific state- 
ment of why, what documents you want to ask tomorrow about, 
instead of — and we are not going to, again, we are not going to turn 
all of Mr. Rebozo’s records over here, and we think have them 
revealed to the world. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying now that you will not allow us 
to make copies? 

Mr. Frates. I’m not saying that at all. I am saying, I would 
hope that we will make every effort to produce the records that 
you feel are material and relevant for the interrogation. 

Mr. Lenzner. For copy? 

Mr. Frates. For copy. 

Mr. Greer. If you can give us specifics, without saying all doc- 
uments on a certain subject. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I want to say, Senator, the problem here 
has been, frankly, following the meeting. This same request was made 
back in November when Mr. F rates came up here to meet with 
Senator Ervin and Senator Baker. The letter, Mr. Lackritz also 
telephonically communicating after the meeting, it was an effort 
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to reduce what Mr. Frates was objecting to on a broad subpena 
to specific transactions and items that Mr. Bellino and others and 
myself and Mr. Dash felt were appropriate and relevant to our 
inquiry. 

Now, the answer to that letter has been, as I understand it, 
nothing, you’re not going to get it. We have never been told that we 
can get any of those documents since wc have sent that letter. 
And in addition, there were a number of documents referred to in 
that letter that we have never seen. Now, I understand that Mr. 
Armstrong did make an effort to talk to Mr. Frates about this re- 
quest some time ago, and was told that Mr. Frates would not dis- 
cuss it. 

Mr. Frates. Now, that’s not entirely true, Terry. You see, 
the trouble is, after these communications Mr. Armstrong has been 
down in our office several times and we’ve asked him for specific let- 
ters and specific designations. But I don’t want to get in a hassle. 
We’re trying to resolve what we can do tomorrow. 

Senator Weicker. I think — look, we’re not going to resolve it 
here tonight. I think we’ve made great progress on this item here 
plus this last item. I still would like to see my suggestion pursued 
whereby there would be some dialog this evening — in other words, 
as between counsel — especially when all these documents are here, 
as to what can be done on the matter. 

In my job, I am obviously — let me put it this way. It’s very 
easy to rule on the chairman’s request, which in fact is a subpena. 
Boom, that’s it. I am not ready to rule anything at this stage 
of the game, in hopes that these matters can be worked out. And 
I think some of them already have. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, we can certainly sit down and try. 

Senator Weicker. I wish you would. I find it — vou know, I 
understand you’ve got a job to do and I understand your job has not 
been made easy over the months. But on the other hand, I’ve got to 
confess to you that just out of common sense — you know, when I see 
a subpena for somebody’s paid telephone bills — I don’t know how 
old this guy is over here, but Christ, if it were me, 42 years of tele- 
phone bills, whatever it is, are supposed to go ahead and be produced. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Senator, it’s common, frankly, for investi- 
gative committees, not to mention grand juries, to ask for what we 
were asking for here, which is the telephone bills for a specific 
period of time, 1969 to the present. It’s done every day. 

Senator Weicker. Where is that ? 

Mr. Armstrong. It’s in the letter. It’s in the subpena. 

Mr. Rebozo. Eleven phones. 

Mr. Greer. The letter shows “all”. 

Senator Weicker. The letter savs “all”. 

*/ 

Mr. Lenzner. We have never asked for anything beyond 1968, 
Senator. 

Senator Weicker. Well, if the letter is the frame of reference, 
there is nothing here. 

Mr. Armstrong. Well, the subpena, which is tabs 13 and 14 

Senator Weicker. Where’s the subpena ? 

Mr. Armstrong. Tabs 13 and 14. 
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Senator Weicker. You are the ones that said that “all ’ referred 

to the letter. The letter says “all”, period. . 

Mr. Dash. Terry, what I suggest is that in following up on Mr. 
Frates offer that you and, I think if you need the assistance of Mr. 
Bellino, meet with Mr. Frates and find out how much you can nar- 
row this down and what they would be willing to agree. 

Senator Weicker. I agree. 

Mr. Bellino. Senator, how can you narrow this down? 

Here is Monroe Land Title, which is one of Mr. Rebozo s 
panies. In the period we are interested in, he received from that 
company over $222,000. We don’t know whether any part ot ^his 
$100,000 ever went in there. We are interested in the whole ot those 

records. 

Senator Weicker. But let me explain this to you. That could 
very well be entirely proper part of the request. I’m not saying it 
is or isn’t. That could be. Unfortunately, there are a whole series 
of requests in here and some of them, as I said, seem to go very far 
afield. Now, all I’m saying is, nobody’s ruling a damn thing here. 

Mr. Lenzner. I understand. 

Senator Weicker. What we’ve got is an argreement of a good poi- 
tion as to the course of action that’s going to be taken. I want counsel 
to get together this evening to see what further can be accomplished 
along the lines of the last item, which is those things requested in 
Marc’s letter. 

Mr. Lenzner. We’ll proceed with that. 

Now, Senator, can we get a ruling on the correspondence marked 
as exhibits, and then we can close up shop ? 

Mr. Frates. What correspondence? 

Mr. Dasii. The No. 1, which we had no problem with. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I’d be glad to meet at any time. I m just 
wondering; I’m here and I have nothing else to do. So I am at their 
convenience. As I sometimes find at the end of the day, everybody 
gets a little uptight, everybody but me. I am available from now on. 
I’m available early in the morning, 7 :30 on til 10 a.m., to meet any- 
where to discuss this. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

May I make the suggestion that we reconvene at 10 o’clock to- 
morrow morning the hearing and that, why doesn’t counsel get to- 
gether at 8 o’clock tomorrow morning on this matter? 

Mr. Frates. That’s fine, that’s fine. 

Senator Weicker. If you worked for me you’d be up at 6 o’clock 
in the morning. 

Mr. Dasii. 7 :30 a.m., you’re talking to the one man on my staff 
that’s impossible to get up in the morning. 

Senator Weicker. All right, .I’d suggest 8 o’clock in the morning, 
8 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, 

Mr. Frates. That’s fine. 

Senator Weicker. And then we reconvene at 10 o’clock, and in the 
meantime, yes, let’s make that which has been agreed to, let’s mark 
it for inclusion in the record. 
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Mr. Dash. To be copied and returned. 

Senator Weicker. Right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you want to start tonight ? 

Mr. Frates. No, Terry. I’m afraid even I won’t be able to get 
along with you tonight. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I’ve stood you this long 

Mr. Dash. I think 2 hours ought to be enough to at least arrive 
at what 

Senator Weicker. After 2 hours you’re going to disagree, he’s 
going to go his way and that’s that. And obviously we’ve got to take 
our steps within the committee. 

Mr. Lenzner. All right, we’ll be here at 8 o’clock. 

Mr. Frates. Are we going to meet in this room, Senator? 

Mr. Dash. We can meet in my office. 

Mr. Frates. The formal proceedings. 

Mr. Dash. As soon as I get out of here, I’m trying to arrange for 
S— 143, for the formal proceedings. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can we get the correspondence marked now so we 
can peruse it for tomorrow ? 

Mr. Dash. I thought we were going to do that. 

Air. Frates. Sure, sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you want to go ahead and have the whole thing 
marked or have each exhibit marked ? 

^ Mr. Frates. All right, we can do that. We don’t have to have the 
Senator here. 

Mr. Greer. All right, for the record I have a letter from Richard 
Danner to Mr. Bebe Rebozo dated February 24, 1971, which would 
be exhibit No. 6 . 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 6 for identification. 1 ] 

Mr. Greer. The exhibit No. 7 will be a letter from — a copy of a 
letter from Danner — excuse me, from Rebozo to Danner, dated 
March 1, 1971. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 7 for identification.. 2 ] 

Mr. Greer. Then 8 would be a letter from Danner to Rebozo, 
March 3, 1970. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 8 for identification. 3 

Mr. Greer. Next would be — 9 would be a letter from Danner to 
Rebozo dated March 17, 1970, with an attached memorandum entitled 
“To Whom It May Concern,” consisting of 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 , 7 pages. 

[Whereupon, the document referred t-o was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 9 for identification. 4 ] 

Mr. Greer. The next is a carbon copy of a letter from Danner to 
the editor of Life magazine, the carbon copy to Bebe Rebozo, dated 
July 30, 1970. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 10 for identification. 5 ] 

1 See p. 10160. 

2 See p. 10161. 

3 See p. 10162. 

4 See p. 10163. 

5 See p. 10171. 


10039 


Mr. Greer. Exhibit No. 11 will be a telegram to Re-bozo from 
Danner dated October 7, 1970. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 11 for identification. 1 ] 

Mr. Greer. Exhibit No. 12 is a carbon of a letter from Rebozo to 
Robert J. Bird, re Dick Danner, with a copy attached of the letter 
from Bird to Re-bozo dated April 12, 1971. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 12 for identification. 2 ] 

Mr. Greer. Exhibit No. 13 will be a letter, Danner to Rebozo, 
May 14, 1971. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 13, for identification. 3 ] 

Mr. Greer. And finally, a letter from Rebozo to Danner dated 
May 19, 1971. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 14 for identification. 4 ] 

Senator Weicker. Is that it ? 

Mr. Greer. That is it. 

Senator Weicker. The meeting is recessed until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. Lackritz. This is in answer to the subpena. This is all the 
correspondence between Mr. Rebozo and Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Greer. That is all the correspondence that we have been able 
to locate in Mr. Rebozo’s possession. This does not mean that there 
are not possibly additional letters. 

Mr. Frates. And I say in his record, we got something. But any- 
thing that he had 

[Whereupon, at 6 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
recessed] . 


1 See p. 10172. 

2 See p. 10173. 

:5 See p. 10175. 

i See p. 10170. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 1974 

U.S. Senate, 

Se le ct Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington , D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 
S-143, IT.S. Capitol. 

Present : Senators Inouye, Montoya, and Weicker. 

Also present : Samuel Dash, chief counsel and staff director ; Fred D. 
Thompson, minority counsel ; Terry F. Lenzner, assistant chief coun- 
sel; Carmine S. Bellino, chief investigator; Marc Lackritz, James 
C. Moore, and Ronald D. Rotunda, assistant majority counsels; 
Richard L. Schultz and Robert Silverstein, assistant minority coun- 
sels ; Scott Armstrong and Lee Sheehy, investigators ; Richard Rust, 
office of Senator Inouye; Emily Sheketoff, research assistant. 

Senator Weicker. Everyone is here and the witness has been sworn, 
so we’ll resume. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr., Rebozo, after Mr. Danner joined the Hughes 
Tool Co. in 1969, did lie have discussions with you after that with 
regard to issues relating to Hughes Tool Co. or Mr. Hughes? 

TESTIMONY OP CHARLES Gr. REBOZO— Resumed 

Mr. Rebozo. Issues — you mean — are you talking about a possible 
quid pro quo? 

Mr. Lenzner. No, just any problems. If he discussed with you a 
quid pro quo, I would like to hear about it, but any problems that 
lie brought to your attention. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think the only — there were no problems seriously 
discussed, in my judgment, at any time. I guess as I said before, 
that at one time, they expressed concern over the nuclear tests 
underground in Nevada, and another time they expressed concern 
about the nerve gas that was being transported. Beyond that, I 
can’t recall any discussion on any subject that Hughes was concerned 
with. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you say “they”, can you identify who “they” 
is? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, “they” is Danner and Malieu. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall when you discussed the atomic bomb 
testing in Nevada with them? Was that before or after you received 
the funds from Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether it was before or after. It was — 
I’m reasonably sure it. was after, but in each instance, it was shortly 
before the actual tests were to be conducted. 

( 10041 ) 


10042 


Mr. Lenzner. And are you saying that you don’t have a recol- 
lection now as to whether those discussions began before the time — 
do you remember 

Mr. Rebozo. It could be determined. I don’t know when the tests 
were conducted, but it was like days before. But I did not transmit 
to anyone their consternation, and I told them that I was not going to. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think you have indicated that on prior occasions, 
you recall receiving the funds after Mr. Danner called you two or 
three times with regard to the atomic bomb testing. 

Mr. Rebozo. What was the question ? 

Mr. Lenzner. One second, please. The question was — I think you 
said before, that it was your recollection that after you got the con- 
tributions, not before — in other words, there was no discussion when 
you were discussing the contribution, there was no discussion about 
the Agency, but after you got the contribution, then Mr. Danner 
started to call you with regard to the Agency test? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I just said that I thought it was after, but I 
wasn’t sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, you furnished us yesterday, pursuant to sub- 
pena, a letter from Mr. Danner dated March 17, 1970, marked 
exhibit 9.* Would you look at that and tell me if you had discussions 
with Mr. Danner on the Agency test after you received that 
document ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I probably did. I doubt that I have ever read the full 
letter. I don’t read long letters. 

Mr. Lenzner. You’re referring now to the letter and the memo- 
randum attached, is that right, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall where you had your discussions with 
Mr. Danner and Mr. Maheu after you received that letter? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably in Miami. I don’t recall where. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever see Mr. Maheu in Las Vegas? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Approximately when was that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, again, I think I testified before about one time 
having gone out on the way to California and meeting him there, 
but I find it difficult to pinpoint the time. The fact remains that 
nothing was ever done, to my knowledge, for them. They asked me 
about the underground thing just short! v before the test was to be 
conducted, and I told them at the time that it seemed to me that 
that was soil of an 11th hour approach, that the plans for any such 
operation must have* been going on for months and months, and for 
me, an outsider, to step in and suggest, even that thev should call 
them off would have been most presumptuous, to say the least, and 
I didn’t feel that I could properly convey that message. And I didn’t, 
and they know that I didn’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. But did vou ever send a memo on to anybody for 
analysis ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sav that again ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever send the memorandum on to anybody ? 


*See p. 10163. 
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Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I don’t think so. Because had I done 
so, the chances are, up here where it says “Danner, file” I would 
probably also have said, “Copy to.” 

Mr. Lenzxer. Do you do that as a matter of course when you’re 
sending copies on to somebody else? 

Mr. Rebozo. Generally. I may not always. 

Mr. Lexzner. Do you have any recollection of ever discussing the 
subject of the Agency testing with anybody in the administration, 
including the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. I may have just, in passing, in some 
of the conversations referred to the thing, but no, I again — contrary 
to what some people I’m sure assume — try my best to stay out of 
anything to do with Government. It has been my practice for many, 
many years, even before I knew the President, even though I’ve been 
close to a number of Senators and Congressmen over those years. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Mr. Danner and Mr. Maheu did request of you, 
though, did they not, that you pass the information and request on to 
other people in the administration ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that they were interested in getting the infor- 
mation passed on, but I don’t believe that I even discussed it. I 
could have discussed it with someone. I certainly didn’t discuss it 
with the President, nor did I urge that anything be done about it 
with anyone. If it was discussed at all — I say if it was discussed at 
all — it would have just been in casual conversation. 

Mr. Lenzxer. With Mr. Haldeman or Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been with anyone up there. I saw them, 
you know, all on different occasions. 

t y 7 

Mr. Lenzxer. Miss Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. But there was no concentrated effort to try to accom- 
plish this thing, and they knew that I wasn’t going to make it and 
they knew that I didn’t make it. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did you get back to them and indicate to them that 
the tests were going to go forward and you couldn’t do anything 
about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I told them at the time that I couldn’t 
have avoided the tests. If the tests went forward or didn’t go for- 
ward, they would probably know it before I. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Did you ever respond in writing to Mr. Danner's 
letter of March 17. that is exhibit 9 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. If I did, a copy of it is in that file. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I can’t find any response, so would that sug- 
gest that you did not answer the letter in writing? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzxer. By the way, you say you saw Mr. Maheu on occa- 
sion in Florida. Was he ever present, to your knowledge, in Florida 
at the time Mr. Danner delivered the $5,000 in cash that you pre- 
viously testified to? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I’ve answered that question about 15 times 
and the answer is still the same it was on all the previous occasions. 


Danner — there was no one else present. 

Mr. Lexzner. My question was. to your knowledge, did Mr. Danner 
or anybody else indicate that Mr. Maheu was in Florida at the time ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. He may have. I know that Maheu was there on at 
least one occasion. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember when that was ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No sir; I don’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you meet with Mr. Maheu on that occasion ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. What was discussed on that occasion ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that might have been one of the occasions 
where either the nerve gas or the underground testing was discussed. 

Mr. Lenzner. You don’t recall which, though? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, the records of Mr. Danner’s phone calls to 
you totaling $3 and some cents — $3.60. Do you recall whether he was 
calling with reference to an appointment he was seeking at the 
Department of Justice? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m positive he wasn’t. Was not. 

Mr. Lenzner. And why are you so certain about that, sir ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Because lie wouldn’t call me for that. He knew John 
Mitchell and I never made any appointments for him with anyone 
up there, nor did he ever request that I do. 

Mr. Lenzner. How did vou know that he knew Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, he worked some in the campaign and he prac- 
ticed law in Washington, and he had to know him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, were you ever present when Mr. Mitchell and 
Mr. Danner met together or talked together? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you’re making an assumption then that he knew 
him, but you had no knowledge 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, from conversations. I know that you know Mr. 
Dash. You’re both in the same room and have some association. 
Some things you know without someone specificallv spelling it out. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, Mr. Danner had indicated to you 
at some point that he knew Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think he knew him. He worked in the cam- 
paign right in the headquarters up there, the Committee To Re-Elect, 
in 1968. Mitchell was campaign manager. How he could help from 
knowing him, I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you have discussions — my question is — with Mr. 
Danner regarding Mr. Mitchell ? 

Mr. Rebozo. My answer is the same as before, no. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Danner ever discuss with you the Hughes 
problems with regard to the acquisition of any hotels? 

Mr. Rebozo. Never. 

Mr. Lenzner. Would the March 16 phone calls that show up in 
Mr. Danner’s records, to your knowledge, be related to the letter he 
sent to you on March 17, which is before you as exhibit 9 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. On March 18, I believe it is, Mr. Danner met with 
Mr. Mitchell at the Department of J ustice. On March 19 he went 
to Key Biscayne and has indicated that he had some discussions with 
you. That would have been the day after he met with Mr. Mitchell 
in the Department of Justice. Am I correct in that? 
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Let me give you the specific dates. He met with Mr. Mitchell, 
according to Mr. Mitchell’s logs, at 12 :15 on March 19, and on 
March 19 he departed for Biscay ne, where he indicates that he met 
with you. Pie has also indicated that Mr. Mitchell told him that the 
Department of Justice would not object to the Hughes acquisition 
of the Dunes Hotel. 

Now, the day after he received that word, he apparently saw you, 
according to his records and recollection. Do you have any memory 
now of him telling you that he had seen the Attorney General the 
day before and that they had discussed the Dunes Hotel ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he may have mentioned having seen Mitchell. I 
don’t even recall that. But I’m positive that he didn’t talk about the 
Dunes Hotel. Now, that date was right after this date here of this 
letter. This is March 17. You’re saying he went there on March 19? 

Mr. Lenzner. He went to the Department on March 19, and he 
went to see you on March 20 of 1970. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, he probably came down, just as when he was 
in the East, he came down to see his mother and called on me, too. 

Most of his visits were purely social. 

Mr. Lenzner. Except for the times he discussed the Agency and 

the nerve gas? 

Mr. Rebozo. They were probably social then. 

Mr. Lenzner. On March 21, Mr. Mitchell’s records show that he 
went to Key Biscayne, March 21 of 1970. Do you have any recol- 
lection of seeing Mr. Mitchell about that time, either alone or with 
Mr. Danner or somebody else? 

Mr. Rebozo. I generally saw Mr. Mitchell on probably every 
visit he ever made to Key Biscayne. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you every see him with Mr. Danner together in 

Key Biscayne ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you discuss with Mr. Mitchell at any time any 
problems related to Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever receive a memorandum from Mr. 
Danner on the subject of the ABM, antiballistic missile? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you ever tell Mr. Danner that the memo- 
randum had, in fact, been distributed to people in Washington and 
that they were impressed with Mr. Hughes’ comments? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t remember that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever tell Mr. Danner that both Dr. Kis- 
singer and the President had read the ABM memo that he had 
sent to you? 

Mr. Rebozo. I couldn’t have told him that. I wouldn’t have known 
it. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry, sir ; I didn’t get your answer. 

Mr. Rebozo. I couldn’t have told him that, because I wouldn’t 
have known whether they did or didn’t, if there were such a memo 
forwarded to them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying now that that is because you never 
had discussions with the President or with Dr. Kissinger with re- 
gard to the Hughes position on the ABM? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t know anything about that sphere of gov- 
ernmental operation any more than I know about others. I just 
draw a total blank when you start talking about ABM, and Kis- 
singer, and the President and all. 

Mr. Lenzner. So your answer is you never sent on to anybody 
information or a memorandum from Mr. Danner on the ABM? 

Mr. Rebozo. You know what I do occasionally? I’ll get, as you 
can appreciate, many, many requests from all kinds of people for 
certain things. Most of the people are people I don’t even know 
and I have a standard procedure. Many of them are nuts, but there 
is always a possibility of some of them having some validity, and 
with the thought in my mind that everybody perhaps is entitled to 
some sort of response, I have taken material, put it in a blank 
envelope, and sent it up there so they don’t even know it’s coming 
from me; therefore, it doesn’t get any special attention or I don’t 
get credit or discredit for whatever may be in there. But at the 
same time, the sender gets some sort of a routine acknowledgement. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, you send it in a blank envelope 
with no cover letter or anything indicating that you’re involved in it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, that’s correct. On occasion. But I don’t recall 
having sent anything to do with ABM like that, but I do send quite 
a bit of stuff that comes through just that way. 

Mr. Lenzner. Who do you send it to, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. If it’s a letter that someone said, “When you and 
the President are relaxing on the beach, will you hand him this 
and have him review it?” Something like that. If my name is not 
on it, I just put it in a blank envelope and send it to the President, 
the White House, that’s all. It gets the routine treatment. 

Mr. Lenzner. But the envelope does not indicate that it is from 
the Key Biscayne Bank & Trust or Mr. Charles G. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. I have blank envelopes for use for that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Would you have somebody type those for you, or 
do you just write it on yourself? 

Mr. Rebozo. Usually, I write it myself. In fact, I think always. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you mail it yourself, or do you have somebody 
mail it for you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I have had on occasion just told the secretary, 
“Put this in a blank envelope and mail it on.” 

Mr. Lenzner. Which secretary is that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Whoever it happens to be. I don’t have a secretary 
as such. Whoever happens to be sitting — occupying the desk nearest 
my office — is the~ one I usually use. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you ever sent anything on to the President 
from somebody that you knew, from a friend of yours? Or an 
acquaintance ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I really don’t believe I have ever sent anything on 
to the President, and this might sound ridiculous, but in the 5 years 
he has been in office, I have phoned him one time on my own — that 
has been nearly 5 years ago. I have returned his calls when he has 
called me, but I have initiated a phone call one time since he was 
first elected President. 

Mr. Lenzner. And when was that? 


10047 


Mr. Rebozo. Way back; I think it was something spectacular that 
had happened, and I just felt like I had to tell him how great it 
was, and that is the only time that I have ever initiated a call to him. 

Mr. Lenzner. That would be back in 1969 or something, way 
before this 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. In reviewing your records, have you been able to 
locate the date of that phone call ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That phone call? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. You see, a phone call would only show to the 
White House, and I call different ones there frequently. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember what the subject of the thing 
was that stimulated you to call the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Lenzner. I take it, though, what you’re saying is that you 
had known Mr. Danner for some time — in fact, as I understand it, 
Mr. Danner introduced you to the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Actually, he did, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And as a result, if Mr. Danner had wanted to, he 
could have sent these materials on himself, directly to the President ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Surely. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you have no recollection — do you have any 
recollection of telling Mr. Danner that Dr. Kissinger or somebody 
else from the administration would be willing to brief Mr. Hughes 
with regard to the ABM? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Yes, now I do recall. I do recall that on one 
occasion, they wanted — I think what happened was that they wanted 
— I don’t know whether he wanted to talk to the President or what 
it was, but I do recall now that on one occasion I did talk to them 
and Kissinger was willing to do it, and Hughes did — that’s right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember when that was, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, it was a long time ago. I don’t recall when. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall whether it was before or after you 
received the contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, the contributions were, what, 4 years ago? I 
would purely guess that it was before, but I would just venture a 
guess that it was before. But I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you recall what the subject matter was that 
the briefing was going to refer to? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I wouldn’t know if you told me, but it was 
just a case of wanting to be briefed, presumably. No, I think he 
declined. I think Hughes didn’t want to meet with anybody. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall how the matter that you discussed 
with the President got started? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. It just didn’t seem — I don’t know, it 
didn’t seem significant to me at the time. It was just a routine sort 
of action. I believe probably Danner or Maheu or both of them 
suggested that maybe it would help if he were briefed, and I sup- 
pose I may have talked about it with Kissinger. But it has been a 
long time ago. 
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Mr. Lenzner. You’re saying you talked about it with Dr. Kis- 
singer. Do you have any recollection of discussing it with the Presi- 
dent also? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have mentioned it. I may have mentioned it 
to the President. I really — that phase, I had totally forgotten until 
right now. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, wouldn’t the President have referred you to 
Dr. Kissinger? 

Mr. Rerozo. Probably. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you don’t recall whether that related to the 
ABM matter or not? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether it was ABM or whether it was 
an underground nuclear testing, or just what it was. I really don’t 
know. But I do know that the offer was made to have Kissinger 
brief him on it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I take it Mr. Danner or Mr. Maheu had indi- 
cated that Mr. Hughes was concerned about this issue and that is 
how the briefing with Mr. Hughes came up. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Say it again? 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, I take it Mr. Danner or Mr. Maheu 
or both represented that Mr. Hughes was very concerned about this 
particular issue. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, because I think everyone knew how concerned 
he was. It had been in the press enough. 

Mr. Lenzner. With regard to 

Mr. Rebozo. His concern about underground testing, et cetera. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you think the briefing then, was with regard to 
underground testing? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. I don’t recall what it was about. I 
think it would have been ABM, it could have been underground 
testing. But I do recall that there was an offer made that, on one 
of the trips when Kissinger was in California, to brief Hughes if 
he wanted to be briefed. And I believe that he declined — Hughes 
declined. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you have any correspondence with the Presi- 
dent or Dr. Kissinger with regard to Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can you think of any other matters that Mr. Dan- 
ner or Mr. Maheu brought to your attention, aside from the under- 
ground testing and the nuclear — the underground testing and the 
dumping of nerve gas? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. I have read in the papers, of course, about 
the possibility of getting favors with respect to the Dunes and 
with respect to Air West, but I can tell you that there was never 
any discussion with me about either of those matters. That might 
save a dozen questions later. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, let me ask you this: Did you ever discuss 
with Mr. Danner or Mr. Maheu the lawsuit involving TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only cursorily. It naturally was in the press, so of 
course, when a fellow’s got a judgment against him for $147 million 
or so, you would make mention of it, perhaps, in your casual discus- 
sion with a close friend. So I’m sure that it was discussed — not in 
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the context, let me emphasize, that he was asking me to help him 
do anything about it or anything like that, 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you ever have discussions with Mr. Dan- 
ner with regard to the possibility of settlement of TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of telling Mr. Danner 
that you, in fact, knew the principals of TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t see how I could have told him, because I don’t 
know them. 

Mr. Lenzner. You don’t know any of the principals in TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you know any in 1970 or about that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I have never known any. I may on some occasion 
have met one at a function or something like that, but I can’t say 
that I would know them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Then you never indicated to Mr. Danner that you 
could be of some assistance to him in regard to a negotiated settle- 
ment with TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. Never. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever tell him that you had talked to people 
in the administration with regard to the TWA problems? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have told him that we discussed it, again like 
I’m referring to, but I don’t recall ever having done so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Talked to the President about it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I don’t recall ever having talked to anyone 
in the White House about the settlement. 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s obvious that this is based on some testimony 
that we’ve had, so let me ask you this : Did you ever tell Mr. Danner 
that, in fact, you had talked to people in the administration and 
that they were concerned about what was going to happen to TWA, 
because it appeared to be in economic trouble? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have. It may be that in these discussions that 
we’re talking about, someone may have expressed concern about a 
major airline like that getting in trouble, and I may have said 
that, or I may have said it on my own, because that’s the way I 
feel. I think it ivould be disastrous to a major airline to go under. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you never represented to Mr. Danner that you 
had talked to specific figures in the administration and they were 
concerned about TWA? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection 

Mr. Rebozo. Everything that I am testifying to now, of course, 
has got to be to the best of my recollection. I don't — if I knew 
anything about it, I 'would tell you. I just don’t. If there are any 
of these questions that you have a basis for asking me about that 
you could be a little more specific, maybe I could recall a little bit 
better. But in general, the way you’re asking the questions, I have 
to answer them just as I believe them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, are you saying, though, that it’s possible 
that you had a specific discussion with the President or somebody 
else in the administration with regard to TWA, related that dis- 
cussion to Mr. Danner, and would not remember that? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I'm sure I didn’t have a specific discussion with the 
President about TWA and their problems as such. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, how about other people in the administration? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I just got through saying, it may have been just 
in normal discussion. TWA may have come up, and I may have 
expressed the sentiment that I just finished expressing, because IVe 
always been interested in the airlines and I know what they did 
during the Second World War, and I just think it would be terrible 
for a major airline to go under. But that’s my personal sentiment. 
I’m sure that Danner knew that I don’t go to the President with 
these problems, so he really wouldn’t have expected me to. 

Mr. Lenzner. Except that you did go with him to the President 
on the one issue that you say later there could have been a briefing on. 

Mr. Rebozo. What did I say? 

Mr. Lenzner. You did say that you discussed with the President 
the one issue where you, where there was a possibility of a briefing 
by Dr. Kissinger. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think that I mentioned that, but that wasn’t 
a case of going to the President with something. It’s something that 
evolved out of a discussion. 

What I’m sure you’re getting at is, do I go up there on a specific 
cause, I want to see the President and I want to see him about this 
and that. When I see the President, it’s purely social as it has 
been for all these years. Naturally, during conversations, things 
come up and I may have expressed on one of those occasions a con- 
cern on the part of Hughes. He may have been the one to suggest, 
“Why don’t you have Kissinger brief him and he’ll feel better about 
it.” I think it was shortly before a trip to California. But it was 
nothing more than I believe the President would have said with 
respect to any other important businessman in the country that was 
concerned about something, and felt that he was entitled to know a 
little bit more about it from the horse’s mouth. 

Mr. Lenzxer. In that instance, you communicated that back to 
Mr. Danner and the word came back that Mr. Hughes did not want 
the briefing, is that accurate? 

Mr. Rebozo. In essence, I suppose that is correct. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Now, you asked me to give you some specifics. Let 
me ask you this and see if we can pin this down. Do you recall on 
occasion flying on the Hughes company plane, the de Havilland? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Do you recall on how many occasions you did that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think just once. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember when that was and where you 
flew to and from? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was an occasion where I was in California 
and the plane was there, and they took me to Las Yegas. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Were you at the Palomar Airport in Carlsbad at 
that time? Is that where you flew from? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I flew from the Orange County Airport, 
but I can’t be sure. I believe that ’s where it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection, though, of requesting 
the Hughes plane to pick you up at the Palomar in Carlsbad, Calif. ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I never requested the Hughes plane to pick me up, 
or anyone else’s plane, in my life, to pick me up. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, do you have a recollection of flying from 

Palomar Airport to Las Vegas? . 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether — I'Ve been under the impres- 
sion that it was Orange County. Where is Palomar? 

Mr. Lenzner. In Carlsbad. 

Mr. Rebozo. Where is Carlsbad. 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s in southern California. 

Mr. Rebozo. I was in San Clemente, and if they said they had 
a flight that was there at the time, if it was at Carlsbad, why, that's 
probably where they directed me to go to get it. But normally, 
when I would fly out of there, I would fly out of Orange County. 
It’s closer. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember what purpose you were going to 
Las Vegas for? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was to see Jimmy Durante, if I’m not 
mistaken. 

Mr. Lenzner. How did you learn that there was a Hughes plane 
at the airport? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think that I learned that there w r as one sit- 
ting there. I think that perhaps — and again, you know, we’re going 
back a few years. It’s sort of a routine thing. I think, perhaps, 
Danner invited me and said, “We’ve got a plane out there, you can 
come back on it.” 

Mr. Lenzner. So Mr. Danner arranged i it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure he must have. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you see Mr. Danner and/or Mr. Maheu 
in Las Vegas on that occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably did. ; 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall having any discussions with Mr. Dan- 
ner or Mr. Maheu with regard to the contribution on that occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I really don’t recall discussing contributions 
with him on any occasion in Las Vegas, but I could have. I’ve been 
to Las Vegas, I don’t know, maybe four or five times in my lifetime, 
and Danner being manager — at that time I think he was manager 
of the Frontier Hotel — why, as an old friend, lie made arrangements 
to meet me. I don’t believe that I have ever stayed in Las Vegas 
more than 1 night. I’ve flown in, had dinner, seen the show, and 
left the very first thing in the morning. 

Mr. Lenzner. You stay at the Frontier Hotel? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you always register there under the name, 
Charles G. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. Danner registered me. I didn’t register at all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you ever use the name, Charles Gregory? 

Mr. Rebozo. All the time. I use it all the time. 

Mr. Lenzner. For what purpose? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I use it for a variety of purposes. I started 
using it many years ago. When I first got a marine phone on the 
boat and, conversations on the boat are all monitoried by every 
other boat, of course, and having the odd name that I have, I had 
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somebody kid me one time before I started using it that they heard 
the conversation, so I just started using Charles Gregory, which is 
my first and middle name, on the marine phone and I could carry 
on conversations and people didn’t know who was talking. 

Subsequently, after I started getting a little notoriety, it developed 
that if I would ask somebody to tune the piano, he would say that 
he was the President’s piano tuner and so on. So it became in- 
creasingly more difficult to enjoy the anonymity that once was a 
precious possession, so I used the name Charles Gregory on maga- 
zine subscriptions, when I buy something out of a catalog. When I 
draw a personal check — you’ve seen all of those checks. You’ve seen 
many of them that I got cashier’s checks for, and then ordered — 
usually, in the name of Charles Gregory, sometimes Nicki Moncourt 
would order it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Why would you have to do that for business trans- 
actions, Mr. Rebozo? I don’t quite understand. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s not exactly a business transaction, but you 
buy something, and people are funny. But with the name having 
gotten so much publicity, and it is an odd name, of course, they 
start saying that I’m a customer of theirs or that I endorse this 
or that or the other thing, so it’s just my desire for privacy perhaps, 
principally. 

There’s nothing wrong with it. Everybody in the bank knows it. 
When they get a phone call from Mr. Gregory, they know who it 
is, Avho it’s for. There’s no big secret about it. Any mail that comes — 
by ordering these things in the name of Gregory, I’ve gotten on a lot 
of mailing lists. I get quite a bit of mail for Gregory. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, would you say that it even goes to the ex- 
tent of having people calling you and leaving messages for you 
under the name of Gregory at the bank and other places? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I’ve had calls like that. If, for example, some- 
one is calling on a marine phone, we’ll say, we do it that way. 

Mr. Lenzner. What about just a line telephone — a telephone-to- 
telephone ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think that’s any problem, except where 
perhaps someone is soliciting from a mailing list that they acquired 
as a result of this. But there is no mystery about using the name 
Gregory. In fact, it’s so well known now, I am going to have to 
find another name to start using. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Just don’t use mine, because then I’ll be inter- 
viewed. 

Mr. Frates. That you don’t need to worry about. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, what you’re saying, is when you 
have a secure line phone, you don’t instruct people to call you by 
the name Gregory? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no; people that I know, you know, it’s no prob- 
lem. I get many, many phone calls and stacks of mail. Normally, 
the Gregory mail doesn’t even get opened. I just throw it in the 
trash because I know it comes from these mailing lists. 

Mr. Lextzner. I understand that, but just on a secure line phone, 
you never instruct people to call for Mr. Gregory? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no. 
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Mr. Lexzner. Now, on the question of your trips to Las Vegas, 
sir, do you have records, do you know, that would reflect — would 
help us pin down the dates of those occasions? 

Mr. Rebozo. I could probably find something, you know. I can’t 
know about it through a credit card — I don’t use credit cards much 
any more, either, because they reveal my name. I only use it where 
I’m already known. It just saves time and conversation. 

Mr. Lexzner. You mean you have credit cards in the name 
Gregory ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I don’t think I could get away with that. 

Mr. Lexzner. But you think you do have some records that would 
help us pin down when you may have been 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I could find some. 

Mr. Lexzner. Now, do you recall a trip that you made, I believe 
also on the de Havil’land company plane — the Hughes plane — from 
Las Vegas to Miami, Fla., on about February 2, 1970? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Lexzner. I believe — do you have any recollection that Mr. 
Danner and Mr. Maheu accompanied you on that flight? And I be- 
lieve also there may have been an astronaut on board that flight. 
I’m trying to see if this will help your memory. It might have been 
Gene Cernan, and he was dropped off in Melbourne, Fla. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I would have remembered that, because I 
later got to know Gene Cernan. He’s a wonderful fellow. I got to 
know him about a year ago and have corresponded back and forth 
with him. So I don’t recall that. If I were out there at the time and 
they were coming here, I would see nothing wrong with riding in 
their plane with them. They had, I recall, on one occasion offered 
to send a plane for me or to take me somewhere, and I declined. 

Mr. Lexzner. On the occasion of this trip, apparently, Mr. 
Rebozo, we’re told that after arriving in Miami, you all then went 
over to Nassau, Grand Bahamas, with, I think, you and Mr. Danner, 
perhaps Mr. Maheu. Does that help you refresh your recollection 
on that? 

Mr. Rebozo. What year? When w T as that? 

Mr. Lexzner. This would be February of 1970. 

Mr. Rebozo. Maheu, I don’t believe, ever went to Grand Bahamas. 
Danner has been over there with me once or twice. 

Now, the one occasion I can pinpoint the date on ay as somewhere 
in 1967, because it was the night of the Bahamian election that 
Pindling got elected, and I remember that we went over to the little 
villages to celebrate, and that is the only way I remember that date. 
But Danner was probably over another time, but I’m pretty sure 
that Maheu was never there. 

Mr. Lexzner. Well, let me say this, the airline air transportation 
division records reflect a flight that you and Mr. Danner took with 
Mr. Maheu, first from Las Vegas to Miami, and then Mr. Danner 
and you went on from Miami to Nassau, Grand Bahamas, and I 
think stayed in the Britannia Beach Hotel. 

Mr. Rebozo. You’re talking about two things. Nassau is not Grand 
Bahamas. Grand Bahamas is Abplan alp’s place, the northern part 
of the Bahamas, and the Britannia Beach Hotel is in Nassau, New 
Providence Island. 
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Mr. Lexzxer. I believe the pilot told us that he went to- -I be- 
lieve the pilot testified before us that he landed at Paradise Island 
and that you all stayed overnight at Paradise Island. Does that help 
refresh your recollection? 

Mr. Rebozo. He couldn’t land there. He couldn’t land at Paradise 
Island. 

Mr. Lexzxer. He landed, I guess, at Nassau and you went over — 
is that possible? I’ve never been down there to tell. 

Mr. Dash. Some of our staff have been more fortunate in having 
been able to go down. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Does that refresh vour recollection? 

Mr. Rebozo. We could have gone over there. There have a great 
restaurant that I highly recommend to everybody. It’s worth just 
making a trip for one meal, the Cafe Martinique in Paradise Island. I 
think we could have gone over there for dinner. 

You have to remember, Danner is a friend of, you know, 30 years’ 
standing, and every time we got together we weren’t talking about ne- 
farious goings on. He’s a great kidder, and I do my share. We enjoy 
each other’s company, and I think, perhaps, we just went over there, as 
I have done many times, just for dinner and come back the next morn- 
ing — take a 4:30 or 7 flight, have dinner, and come back the next 
morning. 

Let me hasten to say that since all this publicity about laundered 
funds and all, I’ve quit going over there, so I haven’t been to Nassau. 
I go to Grand Bahama with my friends. 

Mr. Lexzxer. I know you’re great ladders just from the correspond- 
ence you turned over last night, but do you have any recollection that 
you discussed, during this trip with Mr. Danner, the TWA lawsuit ? 
That’s what I wanted to know. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. I don’t think there was anything 
specific to that. I really think that, you know, I can swear, I think, 
that you’re spending a lot of time on something that is a dry hole, 
as far as I’m concerned. I don’t know anything about that operation, 
and if it was discussed, it could have been discussed any number of 
times, because that kind of money is a lot of money. To have that 
judgment hanging over your head, would make anyone want to leave 
the country. But there’s nothing involved there that I think would 
concern this committee remotely, insofar as I’m concerned. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, did you ever discuss doing anything on 
behalf of Mr. Danner or the Hughes people with regard to getting 
some aspect of the lawsuit with TWA ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think this is the third or fourth time that I’ve said 
no. 

Senator Weicker. Yes, I believe in fairness to the witness, he has 
answered that he has not about three or four different ways. Now. 
let’s get on with this, Terry. I don’t know how else he can respond 
that he didn’t. Now, if you’re going to believe him or not, that’s your 
privilege, but he has answered, and I think he has answered very 
clearly. 

Mr. Lexzxer. In this context, Senator, let me ask this different 
question. Do you have a recollection that Mr. Danner discussed with 
you, in addition to the TWA problem, the problem of the Hughes 
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acquisition of Air West and the amount of money that that was 
going to tie up in Air West ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I anticipated that question earlier and answered 
it in order, I thought, to save us, as I said, 10 minutes or so, that I 
never discussed or had anything to do with either the acquisition 
of Air West or the Dunes, and about all I know about it is what I 
have read in the papers. And that I'm saying under oath. That’s 
that. 

Mr. Lenznek. Now, after the trip to Nassau, the plane records 
reflect that you and Mr. Danner and Mr. Maheu went from Miami 
back to Washington. Do you recall that ? In February of 1970? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. We may have. The question would imply 
that I went up there with them to show them around and introduce 
them to somebody, and if I went up there, it was only because they 
were going, and I was going, and our ways parted after that. I don’t 
remember going up there with them. But if the plane records show 
that the three of us went, we went. 

Mr. Lenznek. But you did not show them around or introduce 
them to anybody in Washington ? 

Mr. Rebozo. You say the plane records show that the three of us 
went ? 

Mr. Lenzner. And the pilot has also testified to that. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, perhaps I hitched a ride to Washington. 

Mr. Lenznek. But once you got to Washington, my point is, you 
didn’t take them around and introduce them to anybody? 

Mr. Rebozo. There is one other thought that comes to mind, and 
I don’t want to falsely accuse anybody because this, too, is pure 
conjecture. I don’t know whether the plane records were react by 
Howard Hughes and whether there was some attempt made to 
appear that I was being consulted or carried along or whatnot. 

I could have gone with them. But I’m just injecting the thought 
that it’s possible that the plane records could have been prepared 
in order to make it appear that I was assisting in these matters. I 
repeat again, I never assisted in them, I knew nothing about them. 
If I rode up in the plane it’s because I was going anyway, and there 
was no action taken on my part for that period. 

Mr. Lenznek. In other words, when you got to Washington, there 
was no effort made by you to take Mr. Danner or Mr. Maheu around 
and introduce them to any of the administration officials? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenznek. Now, again, on May 6, approximately, of 1969, Mr. 
Danner’s records reflect that after dinner, he took you and other 
individuals out for entertainment. Do you recall that ? I believe one 
of the friends was an individual by the name of Jack Davis. 

Mr. Rebozo. Where was that? 

Mr. Lenznek. In Washington. 

Mr. Rebozo. Jack Davis, I know. He’s the president of that opera- 
tion over there at Paradise Island. He could have taken us to dinner. 
I don’t remember that. 

Mr. Lenznek. Do you remember if there were any discussions on 
that occasion with regard to the $100,000 contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure there wasn’t. 
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Mr. Lexzker. Did you ever discuss with Mr. Davis political 
contributions ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzner. Do you recall anybody else who may have been 
present with you and Mr. Davis and Mr. Danner on that occasion? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t even remember the occasion, so I couldn’t 
recall anybody else. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And I think Mr. Danner has also indicated that 
you were in Las Vegas between June 11 and June 16 of 1969. Do 
you recall that occasion, what the purpose of your visit to Las Vegas 
was ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I can tell you the occasions that I Avas there. I can’t 
tell you the dates, but it would be easy to determine them. Once was 
to see Jimmy Durante do this great show. Another time Avas Danny 
Kaye* another time Avas Sammy Davis. Noaa 7 , it could be that I saw 
two of those shows on the same xfisit — the early s1ioaa t , one place and 
late, another. But they were just great entertainers that I thoroughly 
enjoyed seeing, and that is the principal purpose, really, of making 
the trip. 

Noaa% I don’t believe that — in fact, I know I never made a trip 
from Miami to Las Vegas and back to Miami, specifically for any 
purpose. The trips that I made Avere when, once, as I indicated pre- 
viously, when I Avas on my way to California for some charity affair, 
I overnighted there at the Frontier. The other time was when I came 
from California to Vegas and back to California. Or maybe I took 
that plane trip on one occasion back home, got a ride. 

Senator Weicker. If I could just interject for a minute, for a 10- 
minute recess. I have one question before Ave recess. You mentioned 
yesterday, it seems to me, in the testimony, the fact that Danner 
mentioned to you the fact that Mr. O’Brien Avas on the Hughes 
pavroll. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Did it cause you any concern, either before, 
during, or after the receipt of the $100,000, or any portion of it, 
that Mr. O’Brien was ■ im r olved Avith this operation, Avhich operation 
Avas making a contribution to the President’s campaign? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Or vice A 7 ersa, of the concept that everybody 
av as feeding at the same trough here? Was this a matter of concern? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, Senator. That was a contributing cost for the 
apprehension that I had about accepting the money. There Avere the 
other causes which I mentioned, but that was certainly a contributing 
cause, and it was contributing to the degree that I had expressed it 
to Danner on seA 7 eral occasions. I could not understand all this. 

And finally, it. was on that trip that Danner and Maheu made to 
Key Biscayne, I recall, that apparently Danner had told Maheu 
about my feelings, and Maheu said that Larry O’Brien had done 
them so many favors that they had to do this. 

Senator Weicker. You say this Avas a trip with Danner and Maheu 
to Key Biscayne? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. When was that? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I think they have the date that he was there. 

Senator Weicker. Do you have the date? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was in 1970, did you say? 

Mr. Lexzner. Are you talking- about when you took the plane 
trip with Maheu and Mr. Danner ? 

Mr. Rebozo. When Danner and Maheu were at Ivey Biscayne. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I think this is the testimony of yesterday and 
previous testimony, not under oath, that on one of the occasions, 
the visit to Key Biscayne, Maheu was with Danner. I think that’s 
what you’re referring to. 

Mr. ] venzxer. There are several dates we have — September of 
1969 and February of 1970. 

Mr. Frates. Of Maheu? 

Mr. Lenzner. Of Maheu and Danner. 

Mr. Frates. I think he testified that it was once, and it could 
have been more times. I think this is what you're referring to. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. This visit and this subject matter — I’m sorry, 
because I don’t have a list of dates in front of me. Was this prior to 
or after receipt of the moneys? 

Mr. Rebozo. The information on O’Brien came to me when the 
money was first offered in 1968. 

Senator Weicker. All right. 

Mr. Rebozo. And it didn’t make sense to me. I understand better 
now that sometimes people will contribute to both parties. But I 
had apparently expressed such concern about it to Danner that he 
told Maheu, and Maheu sort of went out of his way to explain to me 
that O’Brien had done them so many favors that they had to com- 
pensate him. 

Senator Weicker. That’s what I’m trying to find out. In other 
words, that visit — and as I’ve said, this is entirely my fault because 
I don’t have the list of dates in front of me. Was that visit prior to or 
after receipt of the moneys? 

Mr. Rebozo. It would have to be prior, if his dates are correct. He 
said 1969 and early 1970. So it would have to be prior to receipt 
of the money. 

Senator Weicker. And I assume, then, from the facts, that what- 
ever reservations you had were allaved as a result of that visit. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I’m sure that the purpose of telling you that 
was to help allay those reservations. 

Senator Weicker. We’ll recess for 10 minutes. 

[ A brief recess was taken.] 

Senator Weicker. Let’s come to order, please. 

Mr. Lexzxer. You did raise an interesting issue and I want to 
pursue it. As I understand, Mr. Rebozo, in 1968, you and Danner 
had a discussion with regard to why the Hughes people had hired 
Mr. O’Brien. Later, Mr. Maheu came down to explain that. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, we didn’t have discussions about why he had 
hired him. He simply told me that lie was on their payroll. That’s 
all. 'He said— you know, it was kind of — well, I’m not sure that I 
said it at first. I was sort of nonplussed, because I thought that it 
was a genuine effort to help the President in his campaign. Then, 
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when I learned that, coupled with the other things which I’ve 
related, they all contributed to my apprehension about accepting the 
contribution. 

Mr. Lenzner. In 1968 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. In 1968, yes, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did they ever specify what favors Mr. O’Brien 
had done for them ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

.Mr. Lenzner. Well, was there indication that the reason that the 
discussions of the contribution with you were premised on feeling 
that since the Democrats were out of office, they needed to show 
favorable position toward the new administration? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, the only thing that I’ve seen with respect to that 
was reported in the press, where there was supposedly some memo 
that Hughes had sent Maheu about contributing to this man because 
he very easily could be President. The wording of it, I don’t recall, 
but I remember seeing something like that in the paper. 

. Mr. Lenzner. But you’re saying there ivas no indication at any 
time that one of the reasons for the contribution was an effort to 
have a favorable reaction to any Hughes problems ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. Never, not even remotely. 

Mi*. Lenzner. Have you ever had occasion to discuss the facts of 
Mr. O’Brien’s favors and employment with the President ? His em- 
ployment with the Hughes Tool Co. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only in the— only to the extent that I’ve stated that 
I understood that lie had done them a lot of favors and that they 
were paying him six figures. 

Mr. Lenzner. What’ was the President’s reaction to that, do you 
recall ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, you say did I ever discuss it with the President ? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I don't know whether I did or not. I didn’t 
understand your question. I don’t remember whether I ever discussed 
it with him or not. Possibly. 

Mr. Lenzner. You would recall, specifically, if you discussed some- 
thing like that with the President of the United States, wouldn’t 

you ? 

»/ 

Mr. Rebozo. Not necessarily, but I probably did mention it/ 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall any reaction he had when you did 
mention it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, the President doesn’t react on matters like that, 
I don’t think, outwardly. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he ask you to get any more information for 

h * (j . cn %/ 
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Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever become aware of the fact that there 
was an IRS audit being conducted on Mr. O’Brien with relation to 
his employment with the Hughes Go.? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I may have read something about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Aside from the news media, did you learn from 
some individual ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, no; no, no, no. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall when you read about that in the news 
media, that Mr. O’Brien was being audited? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I just saw one time some little something. I just 
assumed it was a routine audit. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was some time ago, though ; that wasn’t 
recently ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was a while back, yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. 1969 or 1970 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Whenever it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of discussing the 
O’Brien tax audit with anybody else at the White House, Mr. Halde- 
man or Mr. Ehrlichman or Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you have any recollection of traveling to Das 
Vegas, Nev., shortly before Mr. Danner deli vend the $50,000 to you 
in San Clemente, about a day or two before that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. You’ll recall, I provided a copy of my plane ticket 
and it was from Miami to Los Angeles direct, where I went to San 
Clemente. 

Mr. Lenzner. As part of the documents furnished us last night, 
there’s one exhibit I wanted to impure about, exhibit 8* of March 3, 
1970. Do you have that? 

Mr. Frates. What is it? 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s a letter to Mr. Rebozo from Mr. Danner. 

Mr. Frates. Did you give the originals back to us? 

Mr. Lackritz. Yes. 

Mr. Frates. It doesn’t look like all our files are here. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I recall this letter. 

Mr. Lenzner. The question is, did you pass on the letter from 
Mr. Morgan to anybody else, as requested by Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have mailed it up to whatever department 
that was — HEW or whatever — hut I don’t know that I did. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall ever getting any response to it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you know Mr. Morgan, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I’ve testified, you know, that I met him. He’s 
the one who first offered the money. 

Mr. Lenzner. Had you had any conversations with him, or com- 
munications with him, between that time and the time you got this 
letter on March 3, 1970? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. In fact, I don’t think I’ve had any communica- 
tion with him since 1968, when that offer was made. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever learn that- Mr. Morgan was seeking 
out information with regard to the $100,000 contribution that you 
had received? Did you ever hear that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I would have assumed that he knew about it, ! 
because he was the first emissary to deliver it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever learn whether he had a conversation 
with Mr. Ehrlichman or others with regard to that subject? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not to my knowledge. I don't even know if Mor- 
gan knows Ehrlichman. 


*See p. 10162. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Does anybody have any questions in that area? 

Senator Weicker. Let me, not necessarily in this area, but I 
can at least get an answer to an area that is of interest to me before 
we break for the morning. 

Mr. Rebozo, tell me about trying to return the money to Mi. 
Danner — as specifically, the first time you discussed it and any 
subsequent times, and what the gist of the conversation was, insofar 
as you’re concerned? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, Danner is a funny guy about phone calls. He 
just takes forever returning a phone call, even from his closest 
friends. I think his closest friend is probably Smathers, and he 
has told me this, that he has a hard time getting an answer to calls. 
So I did talk with him and told him what I wanted to do, and 
he said he would have to talk to his superiors. 

Senator Weicker. When did you 

Mr. Rebozo. This was in the spring of 1973. 

Senator Weicker. The spring of 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. You contacted Danner by phone, or was this 
in person? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think by phone — I think. 

Senator Weicker. What did you say to Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. I told him that I wanted to return this money, that 
I had been advised to, and so on. He said, well, he didn’t know 
how to handle it, or words to that effect. 

Senator Weicker. Did you tell him, at that time, that you had 
been advised by the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether I did or not. 

Senator Weicker. Had you been advised by the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. In other words, by the time you got on the 
phone, talked to Mr. Danner, and requested the return of the moneys, 
you had discussed the matter with the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. But you don’t know whether or not you said 
that to Mr. Danner, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I don’t know. I was more concerned with getting 
the message to him that I wanted him to take the money. He said, 
well, he would have to talk to his superiors. I didn’t hear from him 
and I kept calling and calling. I called any number of times and 
left word. He never would return my calls. 

I knew that Chester Davis was the — one of the superiors, and I 
arranged somehow, I think I arranged for the lawyer to get hold 
of him. 

Senator Weicker. What lawyer? 

Mr. Rebozo. Gemmill, who was handling my tax matters. 

Senator Weicker. You arranged for Gemmill to get hold of him? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that’s the sequence. I believe I arranged for 
Gemmill to get hold of him because I couldn’t get hold of Danner. 

I took the money to Gemmill ’s office in Philadelphia and he had 
made some arrangements with Davis. At that point, I thought that 
either Davis would be in Philadelphia or in his office in New York. 


,10061 


I thought Davis stayed in New York all the time. But when I got 
there, I learned that Davis was out West and wouldn’t be in New 
York for a few days. 

I was going on to New York anyway , so then, that’s when 1 drew 
Bill Griffin into it, to just hold the money. He had a bank, he’s a 
lawyer, I have great confidence in him. He had been one that I had 
consulted about how to handle this earlier, so I just asked him if 
he would hold it and we would have Gemmill and Davis contact 
him when they could get together. That was Griffin’s entire part in 
this whole thing. As a matter of fact, Griffin is principally Bob 
Abplanalp’s attorney and he didn’t even tell Abplanalp about it. 
Abplanalp first learned about it when he read it in the paper that 
morning. But Griffin just kept the money in the vault until he got 
a call, and then delivered it to them. 

Senator Weicker. Now, you never, then, heard again from Mr. 
Danner after the initial request that he accept the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I went to — while I was in Philadelphia, from 
Mr. Gemmill’s office — I told Mr. Gemmill that I had just exhausted 
every effort to get Danner to take it, that he now wouldnT even 
return my calls. So he said, “Well, why don’t you try one more time 
from here.” So, I called him right from there and I told him where 
I was, and I said, “I’m going to leave the money here and I want 
you to know it.” That’s about the length of the conversation. 

Senator Weicker. And what did he say? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know what he said, other than perhaps, he 
would look into it or something. But by then, I believe Gemmill 
had already made arrangements with Davis, or maybe he made ar- 
rangements— was in the process of making arrangements. 

Senator Weicker. What was the lapse of time between the first 
phone conversation with Mr. Danner, where you asked him to take 
back the money, and when you called him again from Gemmill’s 
office in Philadelphia? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, you mean from the first time I asked him to 
take the money, or the last call I had made to him? I had made 
numerous calls. 

Senator Weicker. I gather you made numerous calls which he 
would not accept or never returned. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I don’t know. It could have been 2 or 3 weeks, 
or something like that, maybe longer. 

Senator Weicker. Did you actually only talk to Mr. Danner, 
then, two times? In other words, the first time when you requested 
that he take the money back 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Senator Weicker [continuing]. And the second time from Gem- 
mill’s office? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Senator Weicker. And in between, you had attempted to get 
hold of him, but were unable to do so ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzker. Can you tell us who referred you to Mr. Gemmill, 
in light of Senator Weicker’s questions? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that somebody in the White House — I think 
it was Len Hall, I’m not sure — I had heard of him before and I 
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had been told when all this business started that I would probably 
need Washington counsel. So I got hold of him. 

Senator Weicker. Excuse me, Terry. Just one last question which 
I forgot to ask. After you deposited the money with Mr. Griffin, 
did you have occasion to tell the President that the money had been 
given back? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes: I’m sure I did. 

/ 

Senator Weioker. Can you tell me when that was? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it would have been shortly after that. The 
next time I saw the President, probably. 

Senator Weicker. The next time after you had met Mr. Griffin? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. And did you tell the President to whom you 
had given the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. And what was the President’s response? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think he said something to the effect, well, 
you did the right thing. 

Senator Weicker. I’m sorry, Terry. Go ahead. 

Mr. Lenzner. Where was that meeting held, Mr. Rebozo, with 
the President, that you just described? 

Mr. Rebozo. There wasn’t 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, the conversation. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Probably at the White House. I don’t know if 
on that occasion, I came back through Washington or whether I 
went back to Miami and saw him on the next visit down there. I’ve 
always made it a practice to — I know all the things he lias on his 
mind all these years, and I generally just wait to tell him anything. 
That, perhaps, I wouldn’t have waited as long to tell him, because I 
thought that it was the thing that he would feel better about. I 
don’t know just where it was, but it was shortly thereafter. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, was it in the President’s office in the White 
House ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know where it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying you have no recollection now at all 
of where you had that discussion? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it wasn’t a discussion. It was just to let him know 
that I had returned the money. 

Senator Weicker. But it was in person? It was in a conversation? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. It was in Washington? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably, but I really don’t know, because I’m in 
Washington more often than he’s in Florida. So I would presume, 
because of that, that it would have been there. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you said “Len Hall” before, did you mean 
Len Garment ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Did I say Len Hall? I’m sorry, I meant Len Garment. 

Mr. Dash. Just to fix the time, do you have any recollection of 
how soon after you returned the money that you told the President 
about it ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was as very shortly afterwards. I would like 
for the record to reflect that the Len Hall was just a slip of the 
tongue, because if this becomes public information, then I’ll have 
Len Hall on my back. 
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Mr. Dash. I think the record will reflect that. 

Senator Weicker. Is there a member of the staff here who can 
tell me when the money was turned over? 

Mr. Lenzner. June 22, 1973. 

Senator Weicker. June 22, 1973. 

Mr. Rebozo. They have a copy, Senator, of the receipt and the 
serial numbers of the bills. 

Mr. Dash. And therefore, you said it’s your recollection that it 
was very shortly after that, that you told the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Frates. Terry, show that to the Senator. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Pm showing the Senator a letter from Mr. Rebozo 
to Mr. Chester Davis, dated June 22. 

Mr. Frates. I think he actually got it on the 27th, though. 

Mr. Lenzxer. On the 27th, yes. 

Mr. Dash. It could have been in the same month, actually. I’m 
still trying to follow it up. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure it was immediately after. 

Mr. Dash. Immediately after, sometime after June 22, 1973, that 
you told the President and that might have been the place where it 
may have occurred? 

Senator Weicker. Do you keep any record of your appointments? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. I’ve tried that time and again. Up until a 
couple of years ago, I had one of these tear-off appointment books, 
or sheets. Then subsequently, I have had the other kind. But I don’t 
have anybody keep it for me, and if I’m there and think of some- 
thing, I put it down. I use that for scratch pads and for everything 
else. 

Senator Weicker. I think it would be most helpful to the com- 
mittee and, as I said, it’s impossible for any of us, just in the 
sense that we’re human beings, to remember all details and facts, 
but I would appreciate it if you, in consultation with your counsel 
— and maybe it might develop in questions here, but if it does not, 
to try to pinpoint the date on which you met with the President 
to tell him that you had it — that you had returned it. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I think to clarify that situation a little bit, 
the relationship between the President and Mr. Rebozo is a friendly, 
informal one and not one of appointments. As someone expressed to 
him the other day, which I thought sums it up pretty good, he’s like 
an electric light. When the President pulls a switch, turns him on, 
he’ll talk about something now. But it’s an informal thing. It might 
seem strange to someone that you don’t go and have an appointment 
and tell him that. They are in constant and close relationship. 

Senator Weicker. I understand that. That’s why I’m saying — it’s 
quite frankly why I don’t pursue the matter of an appointment 
book, because I do understand the relationship. It’s an in and out 
type of situation. But I do think it is important, in certain instances, 
that an effort be made to try to pinpoint the time. This is one of 
them. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ll try to see if there’s anything I can associate with 
it. I don’t have high hopes of finding something because of — when 
we’re together, I don’t sit down and write what we’re talking about. 

Mr. Frates. I think you can check the next time you were to- 
gether, either up here or down there, and I think that would tie it in. 
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Mr. Dash. For instance, I take it, if it was up here, I take it even 
with the informal relationship, you’re logged in with the President- 
on any meetings, and anybody else is, on meetings with the President. 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. 

Senator Weicker. And it is, to the best of your recollection here 
today, within several days after you turned the money over? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. I wouldn’t be logged in, though, Mr. Dash, 
if I went there and just had dinner, something like that. 

Senator Weicker. Oh, I think you would be, I think you would 
be. In the White House, I think you would be. If you're not — I think 
anybody ought to be. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think the logs that are kept are of his public 
visits as well as of his quarters. 

Senator Weicker. As I say, even his guests are logged in. This is 
the President of the United States. 

Mr. Dash. I think even if he went to eat dinner, you are. 

Mr. Lenzner. When you discussed the situation with Mr. Garment, 
Mr. Rebozo, did you describe to him the nature of the problem, why 
you needed an attorney? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think perhaps I got into that, but I was more con- 
cerned with who should I get to represent me in Washington. You 
know, I just felt that my problems would be here, and I thought I 
would obtain a Washington attorney to handle them. He was 
recommended. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you say Mr. Garment described him as a Wash- 
ington attorney. I think Mr. Gemmill’s offices are in Philadelphia. 

Mr. Rebozo. He practices a lot here. His office is in Philadelphia, 
but he takes that 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Garment indicate that Mr. Gemmill was 
representing the President at that time ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I’m not sure he was. He may have 
been ; I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you were not told that at that time ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I was just told that he was the 
former — you see, the problem at the time centered largely around the 
IRS and I was told that he was former Chief counsel for the IRS 
and that he would best be able to handle it. So that’s why I employed 
him. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying also that you employed Mr. Griffin 
as an attorney representing you in this case, also ? 

Mr. Rebozo. With Mr. Griffin, from time to time — I have great 
confidence in his judgment on many matters, and he did some re- 
search on it advised me to turn it back. 

Mr. Lenzner. And those are the two people representing you as 
attorneys, except for Mr. F rates, when he later came in? 

Mr. Rebozo. I discussed it at sometime along with Wakefield, who 
has handled a lot of my work over the years. 

Mr. Lenzner. That was after you decided to turn it back? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. And incidentally, I was thinking last night — I 
may have yesterday, when I injected Hank Meyers’ name into this — 
I recall that I did not discuss it with him until after we had decided 
to send the money back. I want to clarify that. 
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Mr. Lenzner. He’s not an attorney, though? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he’s just a pretty good guy. 

Mr. Frates. You mean that can’t be consistent? 

Mr. Rebozo. Strike that. I was simply intending that he’s a good 
guy in spite of the fact that he’s not an attorney. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, when you were trying to contact Mr. 
Danner — this is in the period in the spring of 1973. Would that 
have been from when to when? Approximately when did you start 
trying to contact him? 

Mr. Rebozo. My guess is it probably started around March or 
April. I don’t know. I’ll tell you, it probably wasn’t as long as it 
seems to have been in my mind, because I was anxious, as they say 
down South, to get shed of it. But I just couldn’t get him to return 
my calls or do anything about it. But he is a sort of procrastinator. 
He’s a bright fellow and decent person, he just procrastinates, and 
probably that was the reason he didn’t return the calls. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you left messages for him, under the name 
“Rebozo,” I take it, to have him call you back? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. I think I always used “Gregory” there. 
I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenznee. You used “Gregory” with Mr. Danner? Why? 

Mr. Rebozo. When I would leave a message with a switchboard, 
with a person who knows I use “Gregory”, I just use “Gregory” so 
they don’t tune in or create another aura of suspicion of any kind. 

Mr. Lenzner. Is there anybody else you use “Gregory” with be- 
sides Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I’ve said, I’ve used it with him in his switchboard. 
I use it quite a bit. It’s done for the reason that I mentioned and 
it’s always, sometimes it saves a lot of small talk. If somebody said, 
“Oh, Mr. Rebozo, such and such and such and such.” So it’s just 
easier to do it that way. 

Mr. Lenzner. What — would you call from your home and your 
office to Mr. Danner during that period of time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Any other phones you might use besides those ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I never went out to a phone booth and used a 
phone or anything like that. 

Mr. Lenzner. The reason I ask it, is our records don’t reflect any 
phone calls from you to Mr. Danner between — during the month of 
May at all. Is there any reason why you didn’t try to contact him 
during the month of May of 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. I remember calling him from New York two or three 
times, and calling him from — I may have called him from Washing- 
ton, probably did. There should be a record of my calling him 
in that time frame from Miami. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, would you charge those calls, long distance, 
to your home numbers or your office numbers? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Generally, I would charge them to my home 
numbers. 

Senator Weicker. Terry, I’m sorry to interrupt, but it’s to save 
asking questions later. During June of 1973, did you have any occa- 
sion to talk with, personally or by telephone, either Mr. Dean or 
Mr. Haldeman or Mr. Ehrlichman? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I had very little contact throughout all the years with 
Dean. 

Senator Weicker. I'm specifically saying June of 1973. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe — I don’t believe so. I could have talked 
with anyone or all three of them about something, but I don’t be- 
lieve so. In June of 1973 — no. In June of 1973, by them, they had 
left the White House, hadn’t they? So I don’t believe I had any 
conversation with any of them. 

Senator Weicker. All right, let me backtrack. That’s correct. Let 
me backtrack. From the first of the year 1973, from the first of 
January 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have, Senator, but I don’t recall. I had very 
few conversations with Dean, either on the phone or personally, over 
the years, just seeing him. I had probably — I could have talked with 
Erlicliman or Haldeman. 

Senator Weicker. Did you talk with any of these three individuals, 
either in 1972 or 1973, about the $100,000 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. No, sir, they knew nothing about it, to my 
knowledge. You have to remember that by then 

Senator Weicker. I’m sorry. I see why it slipped by my mind. My 
original question, which I think you have answered anyway, in this 
answer, was June of 1972. But I gathered, in other words, you 
covered that in the answer you’ve just given me, which is you did 
not talk to any of these three men at any time about this $100,000? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever call Mr. Danner from the White House 
phone, to your recollection, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. 

Mr. Lenzner. Where would that phone have been located? Did 
you ever use the phone in the President’s office to call Mr. Danner ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I don’t think so. In the White House, 
you just pick up any phone and the operator gets the number for 
you. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, during a certain period of time, there was 
some uniqueness about some of those phones, and I just wondered if 
the phones in the President’s office — if you ever used the phones in 
the President’s office, or in the sitting room of the residence. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think I’ve ever used the phone in the Presi- 
dent’s office. In the sitting room of the residence, there’s one phone 
right by the chair where the President always sits, and the phone is 
right at his left hand. I can only recall using that phone once or 
twice when he wasn’t around, or something I wanted 

Mr. Lenzner. To call Mr. Danner or somebody? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I wouldn’t have called Mr. Danner from 
there. I might have wanted to call Julie or something like that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if the President ever telephoned Mr. 
Danner during this period of time? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so. I doubt that he has ever had a 
phone conversation 

Senator Weicker. Terry, could you clarify, for my sake, and also 
just in case, so you don’t confuse Mr. Rebozo, what time are we 
talking about here? 
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Mr. Frates. Any time. Is that right? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, any time. 

Senator Weickee. Any time? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Senator Weickee. You’re not relating it specifically to the time 
the. money was returned, that period? 

Mr. Lenzner. I assume that “any time” would include that period 
of time. 

Senator Weickee. I didn’t know how broad your range was. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo’s answer was that to his knowledge, 
President Nixon never called Mr. Danner at any time. 

Senator Weickee. All right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Would the answers be the same for the President’s 
Executive Office — the Executive Office Building — as to the Oval 
Office ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, when did you first learn that your name had 
come up with regard to the IRS investigation of the Hughes con- 
tribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It came up during an investigation that IRS was 
making of Howard — of Maheu, I think, and Hughes and Danner 
and — about a year before in early 1972. The agent called me from 
Las Vegas and wanted to come and see me, and we set up an appoint- 
ment. Two of them came over. So they started asking me questions 
about it then. 

I don’t want to go into a dissertation. I’ve answered your question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, was that the first time that you learned that 
your name had come up, when the IRS people called you for an 
interview ? 

Mr. Frates. Came up. I ask you to clarify. Came up where? 

He testified about the Anderson column in 1971. 

Mr. Lenzner. I mean came up in connection with the IRS investi- 
gation. 

In other words, that there had been testimony to the effect, to the 
IRS, that the money had gone to you. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. The first time you were aware that there had been 
such testimony was when you were asked for an interview? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that’s right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall when they called you? How soon 
after? 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean when they came over? 

Mr. Lenzner. When they called and asked you for an interview. 

Mr. Rebozo. It was March or April of 1973, I guess. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, I believe that Mr. Danner was interviewed 
originally in May of 1972, and Mr. Frates, we both have copies of 
that original interview. 

Are you saying that Mr. Danner did not notify you after May of 
1972, that he had disclosed to the IRS that he had given you the 
$ 100,000 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, he didn’t tell me. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you’re also testifying that nobody else advised 
you of that fact ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No. Danner had told me on one visit that the IRS was 
making what he described as a routine examination of their taxes 
out there. He said that they would take everybody over a certain 
salary, income, in Vegas, and check them out. 

Mr. Lenzner. But he didn’t mention at that time that he had 
told them about the $100,000 that they were investigating and 
wanted to talk to you about that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And nobody in the administration contacted you 
before the IRS contacted you and told you that your name had 
arisen in the IRS investigation as the recipient of the $100,000? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think the first that I knew of it was when they 
called me. 

Mr. Lenzner. The agents, you mean? 

Mr. Rebozo. The agents called me. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember what their names were? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I remember very well, because one of them was 
Skelton and Red Skelton is a friend of mine and he comes from the 
same town in Indiana that Skelton came from, and no relation. 

Mr. Lenzner. Does he look like him — I withdraw that. 

Mr. Frates. He’s not a comedian. 

Mr. Rebozo. He sure isn’t. 

And the other one was — I can’t think of his name now. 

Mr. Armstrong. Keeney? 

Mr. Rebozo. Keeney, yes. 

Senator Weicker. Terry, as I said, I’m going to recess at 10 past. 
I have just one more question — I have two more questions. You have 
plenty of time. You’re going to be getting together at 1 :30. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me ask this one question. Did you ever discuss 
with Mr. Ehrlichman or Mr. Haldeman, prior to your contact with 
the Internal Revenue Service, the fact that your name had come up 
with regard to the $100,000 contribution and the IRS investigation 
of it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have. I had very few discussions with Halde- 
man. He didn’t discuss much with a lot of folks. But occasionally I 
would see Ehrlichman more. I may have mentioned it to Ehrlichman. 

Mr. Lenzner. You may have mentioned it to Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have mentioned it to him. 

Mr. Lenzner. That would have been after the IRS contact ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Pardon me? 

Mr. Lenzner. That would have been after Mr. Skelton called you 
and asked for an interview with you? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. What I’m asking you is, Mr. Ehrlichman never 
called vou and said, “Bv the wav, Mr. Rebozo,” or however he 
addresses you, “we’ve learned at the White House that you’re going 
to be interviewed by the Internal Revenue Service”? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not that I can recall. 

Senator Weicker. When was this that you believe you talked to 
Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know, Senator. It was all right in that same 
period. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Which was when? 

Mr. Rebozo. Which was March, April, or May of 1973. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you would have been on notice, I take it, if 
Mr. Ehrlichman had called you before then, and that would have 
been a pretty significant conversation if he had told you, “By the 
way, the IRS is going to want to talk to you”? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think that one time in conversation, I think I 
told Ehrlichman about the call I had from Las Vegas. 

Mr. Lenznkr. That w r as from the IRS agents, you mean ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, that was about the extent of it. 

Mr. Lexzxek. Were you requesting Mr. Ehrlichman to do any- 
thing with regard to that call ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. What was the purpose of telling Mr. Ehrlichman 
about that call? 

Mr. Rebozo. I suppose it was just conversation, and naturally it 
would be something that I would be concerned about. But I’m not 
even sure that Ehrlichman knew about the money then. I’m not 
even sure that I had discussed that with him at that point. 

Mr. Lenzner. You’re not sure that was discussed — why the IRS 
wanted to talk to you then ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I told him what they had told me, that 
they — they called twice. They called once and they wanted to set up 
an appointment. 

Mr. Frates. The agents? 

Mr. Rebozo. The agents. Then, when the agents called again, or I 
returned their call, maybe, I asked them what they wanted to talk 
about, so that I could be prepared. They said, well, it’s nothing to 
do with you, we’re investigating — running a tax investigation on — 
I think they said Hughes and Maheu. I think that’s what he said, 
and maybe others. 

So when they came over, they, as a matter of fact, reemphasized 
during the couple of hours, maybe, that we were sitting there, iy 2 
hours, several times they reemphasized that they were not after me 
at all, they were just trying to get what information they could get. 

Senator Weicker. Let me just clarify this in my own mind, and 
then also make a comment. 

First of all, the question. That is, did you have this discussion with 
Mr. Ehrlichman before your discussion with the President or after? 

As I understand it, you discussed, or you told the President around 
the same period of time — it has not been pinpointed 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Senator Weicker [continuing]. That you had this money. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I had told the President, I’m sure, before this 
that I had the money. 

Senator Weicker. So you think the conversation with Ehrlichman 
came after the conversation with the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think, yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Let me make just one observation, counsel. I 
think it is awfully important. I’m trying to be of assistance to you 
and your client. 

You made a very proper observation at the beginning of these 
hearings, let’s get to the point of this questioning, and I tried to 
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assist you about our going around the bush a thousand different 
times. I asked a question awhile back that related to these three men, 
the contact between your client and these three individuals. I can, 
as I say, cite a thousand different instances and stay here and go 
around it, but I thought that would be the most direct way to 
handle it. I would only suggest that you ask your client to think a 
little bit harder before he responds, because clearly, this is a meet- 
ing which very definitely relates to that which I asked about. It 
only comes to pass by virtue of one of the questions. 

Nobody wants to rush you at all. Neither do I want to see you 
harassed by a whole series of questions. I would rather get right to 
the point, which is what your own counsel asked for. 

Mr. Kebozo. I appreciate that. 

Senator Weicker. I think we do have to recess now, because I have 
to get to my office. We’ll reconvene at 1 :30. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :15 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled mat- 
ter recessed, to reconvene at 1 :30 p.m. the same day.] 

Afternoon Session 

Senator Inotjye [presiding]. I understand the witness has been 
sworn and will continue his testimony. 

Mr. Dash. That’s right, Senator. 

Senator Inotjye. Very well, proceed. 

Mr. Dash. Mr. Bellino will initiate some questioning. 

Mr. Frates, this is in line with our discussion this morning. Mr. 
Bellino will be asking some questions in the areas of the questioned 
materials so as to identify certain things. 

Mr. Frates. Mr. Dash, can I ask you to help me keep on the line 
that we delineated this morning? 

Mr. Dash. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Frates. I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Bellino. I have other questions, also. 

Mr. Dash. You’re not limited on the questions 

Mr. Frates. We were here at 1 :30, ready to go. 

Mr. Dash. So, let him proceed. I think I ought to say this, too, 
that there may be some misunderstanding at times in places where 
Carmine may not be able to hear the answer. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, this morning, we had a 2-hour session where, 
at the suggestion of Senator Weicker, we got together and resolved 
some of the problems we had about exhibits, scope, clearance, things 
of that nature, and I think Mr. Dash and I have a very workable 
arrangement on it. 

Mr. Dash. We’re proceeding on that basis. It has to do with a 
number of things, questions that Mr. Frates has raised. We’re trying 
to work it out. Let’s leave it that way. 

Senator Inotjye. With that preliminary discussion, the hearing 
will please come to order. By prior arrangement, Mr. Bellino will 
please proceed with his questioning. 

Mr. Bellino. Mr. Iiebozo, I understand the Key Biscayne Bank 
pays your salary in cash, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. We pay all salaries in cash. 
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Mr. Bellino. Does any other firm or company you’re connected 
with pay you in cash ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 


Mr. Reeling. Have you won any substantial amount of cash in 
any games or anything? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Belling. Who prepares your annual financial statements, usu- 
ally as of September 1? 

Mr. Rebozo. A bookkeeper and I prepare it. ; 

Mr. Bellino. What’s the source of the information that you use? 

Mr. Rebozo. The files that we have. 

Mr. Bellino. You have files — financial files? ; 

Mr. Rebozo. You see, a financial statement has to record what your 
balance is, so we have to check that. It records what mortgages you 
have. We have files to show who we owe what to. 


Mr. Bellino. Did you ever advise whoever was making up your 
statement, your 1969 financial statement, that you had a sum of cash, 
currency, on hand? 

Mr. Frates. I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Bellino. In other words, the cash you would report 

Mr. Rebozo. The cash is in the account. ; 

Mr. Bellino [continuing]. You would report on your financial 
statement would be mainly what was in the bank? 

Mr. Rebozo. Exactly. 

Mr. Bellino. Did you ever have a sum of $50,000 in cash which 
you considered your own? 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. Senator, “Did you ever have $50,000 cash 
that you considered your own.” May I ask some date? Because we’re 
going way far away from what our agreement was. 

Mr. Dash. Yes, can you limit that question ? I 

Mr. Bellino. Since January 1, 1969, of course. I understand all 
our questions relate to prior to — subsequent to January of 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I never had that much cash, not deposited. 

Mr. Bellino. Would you say you might have had $20,000 or 
$25,000? 


Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know what amount of cash I’ve had at any 
one time. As I indicated, I’m paid in cash and I use funds from my 
pay and I keep the rest. 

Mr. Bellino. Your September 1 , 1969, financial statement which 
you distributed to various institutions reflects a cash on hand and 
in bank of $23,741.36. Your bank statement shows the balance in the 
account as $3,741.36. 

Mr. Rebozo. Which bank statement? 

Mr. Bellino. Your bank statement at Key Biscayne Bank. You 
can check it from your own 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t need to check that. I’ve had cash in other 
banks, deposited. 

Mr. Bellino. Could you specify what other bank accounts you 
have ? ! 


Mr. Rebozo. Well, I have a couple of small savings and loan ac- 
counts. 

Mr. Bellino. Whereabouts? 


31-889 0 - 74 - 26 
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Mr. Rebozo. One in Key West First Federal, and one in the 
Greater Miami Federal. I’ve had occasion to keep cash in banks 
where I borrow money. 

Mr. Bellino. Well, what banks are those? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, you have the list of all the banks I’ve borrowed 
from, and several of them have requested some semblance of com- 
pensating balance. That figure that appears in that statement is not 
my figure. The bookkeeper got it from the records, you can be sure. 

Mr-. Belling. Your principal account is that 134 in the Key Bis- 
cayne Bank? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bellino. Do you have any other savings or checking accounts 
in the Key Biscayne Bank ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Bellino. No other, any accounts in which you’re the signator, 
where you have the right to withdraw funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Bellino. Have you ever used another name in connection with 
any accounts? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not in connection with any bank accounts. 

Mr. Bellino. In what way have you used 

Mr. Dash. I think you have asked him that, for the record. 

Mr. Frates. We spent a half hour on that, Senator, where he ex- 
plained he uses the name Gregory. 

Mr. Armstrong. He uses the name, Charles Gregory, in order to 
remain anonymous in small transactions. 

Mr. Dash. We covered that this morning. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve been using that name since I was a Democrat, 
even. No, Senator, for your information, what I’m getting at is I 
started using that name about 20 years ago for marine phone calls 
so that everybody couldn’t hear. You know, a name like yours or 
mine, if you mention it once, everybody is going to know who is 
talking. So I just used the Gregory just to keep anybody from know- 
ing who was talking. That’s all. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, Mr. Bellino was not here this morning. 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t mean that derogatorily, I’m sure you know. 

Mr. Bellino. Mr. Rebozo, you said you had some other accounts 
in the Key Biscayne Bank. Would that account for the difference 
of $20,000'? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t say I had some other accounts in the Key 
Biscayne. 

Mr. Bellino. I meant the Key West. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I had some other small amounts there, maybe 
$3,000 or $4,000, and the Greater Miami Federal has a small amount. 
But from time to time, I have had compensating balances in ac- 
counts. I have had in Manufacturers Hanover when I borrowed from 
them. I have had balances in, I think, the Hialeah-Miami Springs. 
I’ve got another balance right now, $10,000, I think, in the First 
National Bank. 

When I borrow money, they want you to have an account with 
them. But I could supply you — I’m sure my bookkeeper could sup- 
ply you to the penny, where that was at that time. 


10073 


Mr. Bellino. Could you explain where the $20,000 cash might have 
come from ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I just tried to. 

Mr. Belling. Well, that’s around $3,000 you mentioned. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I mentioned the other banks. You see, it depends 
on whom I was borrowing from at the time. 

Mr. B Ellin o. You didn’t have an account in Manufacturers over 


that distance of September 1, 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m mistaken. 

Mr. Bellino. That $5,000 compensating balance you had, you 
didn’t have it in September 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve had accounts with them, I’ve borrowed money 
with them since before then. I don’t know when I started a com- 
pensating balance with them, but those figures^ we can account for 
them readily. 


Mr. Bellino. Could this $20,000 in cash be part of the money that 
Dick Danner brought over to you? 

Mr. Rebozo. Mr. Bellino, you brought that question up numerous 
times, and last evening, you suggested that I had drawn $200,000 out 
of Monroe Land, and that you were curious asj to whether $100,000 
of that was the Hughes money. I have testified under oath that the 
Hughes money was entirely returned to them in the identical form 
that I received it, and there’s no way that that could have been a 
part of anything. 

Mr. Bellino. Well, would you just answer the question? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ll be happy to. 

Mr. Dash. I think the question has been answered. I think he has 
answered the question. j 

Mr. Bellino. Well, but lie hasn’t. He hasn’t I directly answered it. 
I asked specifically whether any part of this is — $20,000, is part of 
the $50,000 Dick Danner gave you. You can answer yes or no. 

Mr. Rebozo. The answer is no. 

Mr. Frates. I think, Senator, we have been somewhat at odds 
with Mr. Bellino and his tactics for some time. We don’t want to get 
into personalities at this time. 1 think we resolved it, and I appre- 
ciate Mr. Dash’s attitude in the whole matter. 

Mr. Bellino. With respect to your returning! of the money. I un- 
derstand you were questioned this morning. Did you meet at any 
time with Mr. Rose or Mr. Gemmill? 

Mr. Rebozo. I met with Mr. Gemmill several ; times, and I think I 
met with Mr. Rose once. 

Mr. Dash. Would you identify for the record who Mr. Rose is? 
Mr. Gemmill was identified earlier, but not Mr. Rose. 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that the only time I met Mr. Rose 

Mr. Dash. Who is Mr. Rose? j 

Mr. Bellino. H. Chapman Rose, I believe, an attorney in Cleve- 
land, who is associated with Mr. Gemmill. I think he also has an 
office here in Washington. 

Mr. Dash. I’m sorry, Mr. Bellino. 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe the only time that I met with Mr. Rose was 
when he and Mr. Gemmill came to Key Biscayne, working on the 
President’s statement, for Cooper’s Lybrand or whoever it was. I 
think that was the only time I met with him. 
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Mr. Bellino. When would you say that was? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, whenever they did this audit. You’ll recall 
earlier this year, was it, that he engaged the Cooper’s Lybrand to do 
an audit to prove that he had not used campaign funds for the pur- 
chase of these properties. 

Mr. Bellino. Did you discuss with them the matter of the 

$ 100 , 000 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I never discussed it with Rose. I previously testified 
I have discussed it with Gemmill. 

Mr. Bellino. Did he advise you 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. Senator, again, Mr. Dash, we went into 
this at some length this morning. I don’t object to the repetition as 
long as we just don’t spend all afternoon going into what we went 
into this morning. 

Mr. Dash. I don’t think this is repetitious. Senator Weicker, since 
he wasn’t going to be back, went ahead and asked some questions 
concerning the return of the money. There were some specific ques- 
tions that we had. I don’t think this is repetitious. 

Mr. Frates. Well, the conversations between Mr. Gemmill and he 
were. I’m not talking about specifics, I’m talking about the context, 
just so Mr. Bellino will know that. 

Mr. Bellino. I understand that we’ll be coming back to those 
questions, so the Senator will ask them later on. 

In 1969, you did have in your bank, at least one Presidential cam- 
paign account on which you were a signator, and on which you per- 
sonally controlled the funds. That is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Correct. 

Mr. Bellino. Did you have any others besides that one which 
was called the Florida Nixon for President Committee? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Bellino. As a banker, you know the value of having funds in 
your bank which your correspondent bank will invest in Federal 
funds. For each day, the excess is in their control, which also means 
that interest ranging from 3 percent to as much as 11 percent is paid 
to your bank even when the funds are held over a weekend. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir, except that the Federal funds went up last 
year to 14.5 percent. 

Mr. Bellino. Yes. In fact, even when you borrowed money, you 
have requested that the funds be credited immediately to your bank 
so that they could get the benefit of the Federal funds. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. We do that with every large deposit. 

Mr. Bellino. Sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. We do that with every large deposit. We try to get 
immediate credit. We’re a small bank and if we, particularly if it is 
over a weekend, we’re earning interest on that money over the week- 
end. 

Mr. Bellino. Besides the $6,000 which you withdrew from the 
Florida Nixon for President account and deposited in the Thomas 
H. Wakefield trustee account on April 15, 1969, did you withdraw 
any other funds from that account? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I drew quite a few funds during the time that that 
account was open to pay campaign bills, rent for headquarters, sec- 
retaries’ salaries, stationery, rental of the desks and chairs, and lights 
and water. 


Mr. Bellino. After January 1, 1969, we’re talking about not be- 
fore. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, again, we have gone into this at considerable 
length. Senator Ervin made a ruling on it which I have asked the 
reporter to transcribe, that it was — I don’t want to summarize the 
testimony up. I thought we had put this thing to rest and, again, Mr. 
Bellino is now back into this field. 

Mr. Dash. Senator, this dealt with an amount which Mr. Rebozo 
lias indicated, a fund that had originally been a campaign fund for 
the President, that he said that he had put his j own money into the 
campaign and reimbursed it himself from this account, and it be- 
came his own personal money. 

Mr. Frates. It went to another account, Mr. Dash. I think you can 
show the Senator two exhibits. It went to the Thomas Wakefield ac- 
count and there, after that — that was in 1969. 

Mr. Dash. Did that empty out that account ? j 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dash. Well, I guess that covers it. 

Mr. Frates. And Senator Ervin has ruled that that precluded any 
further discussions on that, that that was hisi money and that it 
wasn’t relevant under the mandate of the committee. I have asked 
the reporter to type that up. Sam, did he give you that ruling? 

Mr. Dash. I think that the ruling of Senator Ervin had to do with 
any question with regard to the funds of the 1968 campaign that 
could not be ruled out in the 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Frates. He ruled that there be no further questions on that 
amount specifically. I have asked the reporter to type it up. 

Mr. Dash. He meant the questions on the amount to Mr. Kalm- 
baeh. i 


Mr. Armstrong. The question is not on the same account. 

Mr. Frates. The question is exactly on the same account. I have 
asked in addition to that, Senator 

Mr. Armstrong. Can I clarify the question? 

Mr. Frates. Let me finish, because I want the Senator to know 
the background. 

We have presented on this identical thing a motion to the full 
committee to preclude and prohibit any production of these docu- 
ments, which the full committee had not taken any action on. It 
was not until yesterday at the start of these hearings, when Senator 
Ervin clearly ruled this out. 

Mr. Dash. Senator, there is a letter from Senator Ervin to Mr. 
Frates — actually, some attorney in Mr. Frates’! office — as of March 
12, in anticipation of the meeting actually saying that the records 
dealing with this particular account are still; required under the 
subpena. What Senator Ervin did rule on, is questions on this mat- 
ter which are not linked to the 1972 campaign should not be asked. 

Now, I think Mr. Armstrong says, and perhaps Carmine did not 
phrase his question correctly, we’re not talking about this account 
and the matter Senator Ervin ruled on. If we can get a clarification 
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as to what we’re talking about, maybe we don’t have to get into this. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Bellino’s question, I believe — and correct me, 
Carmine, if I’m wrong — was based on whether or not there were any 
other payments made out of the Florida Nixon for President Com- 
mittee account. The account Chairman Ervin ruled on was the 
Thomas H. Wakefield account. The chairman did not rule on the 
Florida Nixon for President Committee account. We’re talking about 
a different 

Mr. F rates. The evidence is that it was closed out. 

Mr. Armstrong. We’re talking about those transactions which took 
place after the election of 1968 and took place in 1969, and those are 
the directions of Mr. Bellino’s questions. 

What we're attempting to find out is whether or not those moneys 
were used for campaign purposes in 1972. 

Senator Inotjye. I think it is relevant if it is for that purpose. 

Mr. Berrino. The question is whether he had withdrawn any 
other funds from that account since January 1969. 

Senator Inouye. In 1969 or thereafter. 

Mr. Frates. The Florida Nixon for President account is what 
you’re talking about, not the Wakefield account? 

Mr. Dash. Right. 

Mr. Frates. I have no objection. 

Mr. Beret no. If you had any other funds from the Florida Nixon 
for President account in 1969, besides what you paid to Kalmbach 
and what you gave to Wakefield, in the Wakefield Trust? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I only drew that back myself. 

Mr. Beet ano. You sav you have not withdrawn any, but you used 
it for yourself? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Berltno. In other words, you have withdrawn money. 

Mr. Frates. Just a minute, Bellino. 

Excuse me, sir. We’re getting right back into the situation where 
it was transferred to the Wakefield account. You’re talking about 
the Florida for Nixon account. 

Mr. B erring. Yes, the transactions. 

Mr. Frates. That’s right, Mr. Bellino, you’re talking about what 
Senator Ervin ruled you had no right to ask about. 

Mr. Dash. Maybe Mr. Rebozo’s answer will clarify that. 

Mr. Fra tes. I recall Senator Ervin said that was his money and 
that is the end of it. 

Mr. Dash. I understand the question is excluding the amount that 
we have discussed that was transferred to the Wakefield account, 
was any of the money left in the Florida Nixon for President ac- 
count ? 

Mr. Frates. That’s not Mr. Bellino’s question. 

Mr. Dash. I’ll ask it. 

Mr. Rebozo. No. That closed the account. 

Mr. Dash. So that closed the account ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Berrino. You say the Florida for Nixon account was closed? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Berrino. When was that closed? 
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Mr. Rebozo. You have the records there. 

Mr. Bellino. No, we don’t have the Florida for Nixon account. 

Mr. Rebozo. You had them for about a week, i 
Mr. Bellino. We had the Thomas Wakefield iaccount. 

Mr. Dash. I’ll still put the question. At the time you withdrew the 
,000 from the Florida for Nixon account and transferred it to the 
Wakefield account, did that close out the Florida for Nixon account? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Armstrong. Just to clarify this, between the period January 1, 
1969, and the time you closed out the Florida [Nixon for President 
account with the $6,000 check to the Thomas H. Wakefield special 
account, between that time, were there any other checks written on 
that account? 

. Mr. Rebozo. Well, the two that were mentioned yesterday, but I 

did not withdraw anything to myself. There was the $4,500 or what- 
ever— 

Mr. Armstrong. No, sir, I’m not referring to the Thomas H. Wake- 
field account. I’m referring to the Florida Nixon for President ac- 
count. Were there any checks between January 1, 1969, and, I guess 
it’s April 15, 1969, when the check was written to Thomas H. Wake- 
iield special account. Between those two dates, were any checks 
written on the Florida Nixon for President Committee account? I’m 
sorry we don’t have the records here. ; 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so, but I produced all those records 
for you, and you can’t remember them so I’m sure I can’t. 

Mr. Prates. I think the records show they were not, other than 
those testified to yesterday. j 

Mr. Dasii. Was the payment to Mr. Ivalmbach by check? 

Mr. Prates. $1,000, yes, in 1969. 

Mr. Armstrong. That refers to the Thomas H. Wakefield special 
account. We’re not asking any questions about that account. We’re 
asking questions about the Florida Nixon feu* President Committee 
account. 

Mi*. Prates. He has answered that. 

Mr. Armstrong. The reason I believe there is confusion — when 
you're talking about the $1,000 check for Mr. Ivalmbach, that was 
not written on the Florida Nixon for President Committee account; 
that was written on the Thomas H. Wakefield account. We're asking 
about the Florida Nixon for President Committee account. 

Mr. Dasii. Have we gotten any record of the Florida Nixon for 
President account ? 

Mr. Bellino. No, we have not. 

Mr. Prates. You certainly have. 

Mr. Bellino. I’m saying we have not received the Florida Nixon 
for President account— j 

Mi*. Prates. Excuse me, I’m— we try to cooperate, Senator, and 
when Mr. Bellino gets in, everything bogs down. I don’t want to be 
personal, but I thought we had a working arrangement. 

Mr. Dasii. You do, as we’re trying to identify. 

Mr. Prates, are you saying you showed the records to the staff? 

Mr. Prates. They have seen them. 
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Mr. I)asii. Do you have any objection, since we have seen them 
and our understanding this morning was that they would be able to 
have access to them? 


Mr. Fratks. Absolutely. 

Mr. Rebozo. Surely. 

• ‘ 

Senator Inouye. Where are the records now? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think they’re probably back in Miami. 

Mr. Fratks. 'I do not have those with me, I don’t think. But I’m 
sure that they have a copy, and we made a copy for them, and it was 
provided to the committee. 

Mr. Armstrong. Just to clarify the record, I believe again, sir, I 
say respectfully, there is a confusion. The records you provided us 
were for the Thomas H. Wakefield special account and we did not 
receive any records from the Florida Nixon for President account. 

Mr. Fratks. Mr. Armstrong, I disagree with you. If we have not, 
they will be available. I think I have a clear recollection of your 

t * ■ • 

having them, but we’ll make them available. 

Mr. Rebozo. You received them, because otherwise, how did you 

know about two checks that 

Mr. F rates. That was on the Wakefield account. 

Mr. Dasit. Could you proceed. Carmine? 

Mr. Beixino. Mr. Rebozo, you have on occasion paid miscellaneous 
bills for 500 Bay Lane, which is President Nixon’s property, have 
vou not ? 


Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Beixino. Are you reimbursed for those expenditures? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I say “usually.” I am not going to nitpick with 
the President. If there’s something I think he should have, I might 
just go ahead and do it without even him knowing about it. He just 
doesn’t concern himself at all with financial problems ever; never 
has. 


Mr. Beixino. Were vou reimbursed from the Florida Nixon for 
President account ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Beixino. On September 0, 1969, a certificate of deposit was 
issued to President Nixon or Patricia Nixon for $100,000 at 6C4 per- 
cent. Can you tell us how payment was made for this $100,000 CD? 

Mr. Re bozo. I am sure that our records would show it. We have 
provided you with copies of all his CD’s. Again, it gets to the point 
where you pick out a date and an amount. I am sorry that Hughes 
didn’t give me the $115,000 or $87,000, or some other amount, because 
every time a $100,000 figure shows up, it’s immediately identified 
with that. 

In 1969, you’ll recall — the press has been full of it and your docu- 
ments reflect that he had sold his interest in Fisher’s Island, and he 
received something like $380,000 or $390,000 for that. He had sold 
his New York apartment and he received something like $340,000 
for that. So there is no question about his ability to have purchased 
a CD. He ’s so little concerned about his financial affairs that the 
moneys were just sent in and placed in a checking account. I’m the 
one who has transferred them to CD’s so he would be earning some 
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interest on them. And he receives the same interest that any other 
customer coming into the bank would receive. I 

Mr. Bellino. Now, I might mention when yqu said we have the 
CD’s available, I haven’t seen anything on CD’s from your bank. 

Mr. Frates. Well, they've been furnished. We have them and they 
clearly show all the various deposits. This is a matter that has been 
discussed fully in the newspapers and if you don’t have them, we 
certainly will give you them. They show the deposits. They show 
where the money has come from. This has been in the New York 
Times and the Washington Post, 

Mr. Belling. I was referring to all the CD’s, j 

Mr. Rebozo. As a matter of fact, that same CD that you’re referring 
to has been renewed regularly on maturity and it is still down there. 

Mr. Armstrong. If I can just clarify for the record, I believe 
there was an occasion on which members of the minority staff were 
present and certificates were shown them, but members of the ma- 
ioritv staff have never seen them. We’re not informed bv the minor- 

itv staff if thev’ve been available. 

• ♦ ■ 

Mr. Prates. Mr. Armstrong, to me, the committee is a committee — 
period. I don’t break it up in majority and minority. But we went 
over each deposit, each certificate, and I thought everyone was com- 
pletely satisfied that there Avas no way that that money could be 
related to the Hughes money. 

Mr. Dash. You Avould have no objection to our seeing them? 

Mr. Prates. Absolutely not. I’ll be glad to show you each one of 
them. 

Mr. Beixino. Mr. Rebozo, have you on occasion purchased a 
cashier’s check Avith currency? ; 

Mr. Rebozo. Never — no, wait a minute. 

No, I don’t believe so. I Avas going to say rnv cashier’s checks are 
generally small amounts, $10, $15, $25 — something that I’m pur- 
chasing that I don’t want to purchase in my name, so I use the 
“Gregory.” But no- 

Mr. Bellino. Ha at you purchased any cashier’s checks under some 
other name? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Bellino. You Iirat never used another name in purchasing a 
cashier’s check ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Inouye. He has just testified that; he used the name 
“Gregory.” 

Mr. Belling. Would you use the name “Gregory”? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I use that all the time. I thought that Avas as- 
sumed. 

Mr. Belling. On April 15, 1971, you deposited a cashier’s check 
amounting to $50,000. The deposit ticket didn’t ishow where it came 
from or Avhat it Avas for. Could you explain that transaction? 

Mr. Rebozo. It wasn’t' cash. 

Mr. Bellino. Sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. It wasn’t cash. 

Mr. Bellino. It Avas a cashier’s check. 
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Mr. Rebozo. I deposited a cashier’s check? 

Mr. Bellixo. $50,000 on April 15, 1971. 

Mr. Frates. Do you have those work records? 

Mr. Bellixo. Yes, April 15 

Mr. Frates. Can you show him the Avork records from the account 
so maybe he can refresh his recollection? 

Mr. Bellixo. I don’t have his account, I have my notation, Avhich 
is the same thing. 

Mr. Frates. You have the Avork records from the accounts, Mr. 
Bel lino. 

Mr. Bellixo. This is not from the account, this is from his oavii 
records. 

Mr. Dasii. I think Avhat our understanding Avas, Avas that if a 
quest ion Avas put by Mr. Bel lino concerning a specific amount , back 
to a date — 1971 — in which he Avas going to have to refer to his re- 
cords, if he couldn’t recall, you would make a note of this and go back 
and look at your records 

Mr. Rebozo. What Avas the date of that cashier’s check? 

Mr. Bellixo. April 15, 1971. 

Mr. Rebozo. It sounds like income tax, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Bellixo. This is my notation from his records. 

Mr. Frates. Uh, Avhat bank is that, Key Biscayne? 

Mr. Bellixo. That’s his bank, 134 — his Key Biscayne bank. I’m 
just asking if he can explain it. There’s no other notation on your 
other records ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Mr. Bellino, you haA T e gone through something like 
12 corporate and partnership and individual OAvnership accounts of 
mine and all the checks and all the deposits and all the bank state- 
ments and everything else. You knoAv Iioav many transactions go 
through my personal account. I haA^e been meticulously careful since 
I Avas examined by IRS about 10 years ago to have a separate 
account for every entity, and if I borroA\ r money, for example, from 
one of my companies, I don’t use that money for Avhatever purpose 
it Avas, I run it through my personal account. Then, Avhen I pay it 
back, I draAv a check on that account and pay it back. Even the IRS, 
Avhen they finished their examination, complimented us on the book- 
keeping that Ave have — that we maintained. 

Mr. Beli jxo. Well, you’ve had many transactions- — I Avas just 
asking to see if you might recall. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I have had many of them ; $50,000 Avas something 
deposited in my account ? 

Mr. Bellixo. If you can’t recall now- 

Mr. Dasii. I don’t want Mr. Rebozo to guess on a question of this 
nature. I think. Senator, that if a question is put to him and he doesn’t 
have the record Avith him here, I think Mr. Frates indicated this 
morning that Ave could put that aside and he could give us the an- 
SAver, and at another time it could be made part of the record. 

Mr. Frates. Right. 

Mr. Bellixo. Mr. Rebozo, have you, since January 1, 1969, had 
any transactions Avith brokerage firms other than Walston Co. and 
Bache & Co. ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Probably. They were my principal ones. I am not 
that big a stock dealer. But they both, the managers of each one of 
those firms, have accounts at the bank and on occasion, there would 
be someone else. j 

Mr. Bellixo. Who would those banks be? 

Mr. Rebozo. In the bank dealings, we deal with quite a few. We 
buy Government bonds, and agencies and industrials and such. So 
I do have dealings with a number of brokerage firms. 

Mr. Bellixo. I’m talking about your own personal 

Mr. Rebozo. Me personally, I can’t recall one instance where I 
personally have purchased any stocks or bonds through anyone 
other than Bache & Walston. 


Mr. Bellixo. It is possible that you might have but you can’t 
recall, maybe 

Mr. Rebozo. Anything is possible, but I seriously doubt it. If you 
have something you particularly want to ask mb about, ask me and 
I’ll tell you if I know. j 

Mr. Bellixo. Do you recall Becker & Co. — any transactions with 
them ? I 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, we did have dealings with Bebker & Co. Was that 
me personally, or was that the bank? ! 

Mr. Bellixo. That was your purchase, to my recollection. 

Mr. F bates. Do you have a record? 


Mr. Bellixo. I don’t have it. I have that in the office. 

Mr. Rebozo. These brokerage firms are constantly calling us for 
business and we must deal with a half dozen of them. But generally, 
it I want to buy something, I’ll just tell one of the men to order 
such and such. 


But I don’t believe I have ever personally. I 

Mr. Bellixo. Becker & Co. might be the bank, but how about 
V al Stover and Company ? j 

Mr. Rebozo. Who? | 

Mr. Bellixo. Yal Stover. 

Mr. Rebozo. To my recollection, I’ve never heard of it. 

Mr. Bellixo. V-a-1 S-t-o-v-e-r. 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve never heard of them before. 

Mr. Bellixo. Do you have any brokerage accounts in someone 
rise’s name? 

Mr. Rebozo. All of my stock, as I’ve testified repeatedly, is pur- 
chased in my sister’s name, Anita Reynolds. I think for the benefit 
of the Senator, I probably ought to explain that, too. 

Some few years ago, I bought 400 shares of Pan Am stock at $26. 
Then it went down to $22 and I bought 400 more. Then, through 
the grapevine, I got word that there was some word out that I knew 
something about Pan Am. Well, what has happened since then, 
everybody knows, but it finally got down to $15 and I sold it. 

But the only thing that I could determine was that perhaps some 
girl in the office typing up an order or a certificate or something 
thought, being a friend of the President, why, he has told them 
they’re about to get a new line or something that never even occurred 
to me when I ordered it. 
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So ever since that date, I buy stocks and bonds in the name of my 
sister, Anita, and we have a bona fide legal document filed with the 
appropriate authorities. I pay the taxes on the income from it or the 
sale and so on, and she doesn’t have to declare it at all. But that is 
done for the very same reason. 

Mr. Bellixo. Do you always make payment by personal check? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Belling. On September 1, 1970, you list as an asset on vour 
financial statement Maison Neuve Investments, $59,914.33. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes? 

Mr. Bellixo. Could you tell us what that is? 

Mr. Rebozo. Surely. That’s a Canadian investment firm that 
specializes in shopping centers and when I started getting so much 
heat about the Cuban shopping center that we built and the SBA 
guaranteeing the loans and so on. I just decided to get out of it and 
sold them. I have a partner in that and that figure represents half 
of the mortgage that they owe us. 

Mr. Bellixo. What shopping center was this? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s the Central Commercial Cubano. 

Mr. Bellixo. From January 1969 to December 31, 1972, you were 
paid — you received various payments from Fisher Island, or I 
should say you paid a total of $274,000 to Fisher Island. Inc. Were 
these payments all for the purchase of stock on your behalf and on 
behalf of others ? 

Mr. Rebozo. They were all on behalf of me. That’s the annual 

« ' 

preemptive rights issue. I am sure you must have seen documentation 
on that, because you saw the Fisher Island books. The way that’s 
operated, every year we have to make up a budget. There are 3 mil- 
lion-some-odd shares, and all the shares have always sold for $1 a 
share. That’s our means of meeting the budget — the interest on the 
mortgage. $90,000 a year or so in taxes, the legal expenses, and other 
expenses that would normally go with that type of investment. 

Mr. Bellixo. Have you received any funds from Fisher’s Island, 
over $5,000, since January 1. 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not before — not since, nor before. 

Mr. Bellixo. What was the reason for the payment of $10,000 
given to you in May 1971? 

Mr. Rebozo. From Fisher’s Island? 

Mr. Bellixo. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know. At one time, the auditors found that 
there had been a mistake, that they had misfigured my preemptive 
rights and I had picked up more stock than I was entitled to. That 
may be the case, so I returned the stock and they reimbursed me. 
That could be it. 

Mr. Bellixo. Is the Central Commercial Cubano the same as CCC 
Laundry ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, CCC Laundry is in that complex. 

Mr. Bellixo. Two separate entities? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Bellixo. Now, in 1970, you received from CCC — would that 
be the laundry? — a total of $74,500. 
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Mr. Rebozo. I think that probably was some of the proceeds of the 
sale, or the property across the street, which we owned and sold. We 
were going to build an apartment building there, had the plans 
drawn. Then, when everything started, you know, I just decided to 
get out of a lot of these things and we sold that property, too; so it 
would be from one or the other of those. 

Mr. Bellixo. Is this the property on which your tax returns, the 
gross, had come to $7,352, and had a loss of $22,178? Is that the same 
property ? 

Mr. Rebozo. What year was this ? When was this ? 

Mr. Bellixo. 1970. 

Mr. Rebozo. 1970, and it’s identified— -we filed separate returns on 
CCC. That would clarify what that was for if it’s for that. But it 
could very easily be — and again, that’s the sort of thing that the 
President is plagued with a little bit right now., There are — you know, 
there’s nothing wrong with avoiding taxes so long as you don’t evade 
them, and I’m certainly not going to do that. But probably, that 
was depreciation on the building as opposed to j income from rents. 
It offset it. I couldn’t tell you, but you have seen all those records 
and you probably could put it together better yourself. 

Mr. Bellixo. We haven’t seen the records of the company. We’ve 
seen just your records. This is the only information we could get out 
of your records. 

Now, $74,500 that you received from CCC, did you say that was 
from the sale of the land or something ? I didn’t quite get it. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, if it was that large amount, it| had to be from the 
sale of the shopping center. 

Mr. Bellixo. That is what that would be? | 

Mr. Rebozo. I can provide you with that date and the closing 
statement and all other materials necessary to satisfy you. 

Mr. Bellixo. Now, your records reflect that you exchanged checks 
with George Smathers on two occasions during the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1969, to December 31, 1972. It was $20,500 on one occasion — 
you have it going in and out of your accounts — and you have a $36,- 
725.63 on another occasion, where you received it on August 28 and 
paid back September 11. Have you had any other financial trans- 
actions with Mr. Smathers? 

Mr. Rebozo. I have had a number of them. I have known him since 
the fourth grade. 

Mr. Bellixo. I’m talking about 1969 on. 

Mr. Rebozo. He lives on Key Biscayne. He was associated with us 
originally in Fisher Island and got out. Then he was with me on the 
Adams Key sale, which I’m sure you’ve got recorded there. I don’t 
know if we’ve had any other joint dealing or not, but the fact that 
you have got those records, in and out, those checks in and out, is 
further evidence of what I just said, that we run ! everything through 
that account so the records are complete and clear, j 

Mr. Bellixo. Did you borrow any money from him ? 

Mr. Rebozo. From Smathers? Yes. 

Mr. Bellixo. How much did you borrow during this period of time 
that we’re talking about? 
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Mr. Rebozo. January 1, 1969? No, I don’t think I ever borrowed 
from him in that period of time. 

Mr. Bellixo. Your tax return shows you paid him $1*3,875 in in- 
terest in 1970. 

Mr. Rebozo. What that could very easily be was the result of 
borrowings much earlier. I had borrowed $25,000 from him back 
about 1959 or so to invest in a company and paid him back about 
this time. So that’s probably what that is. 

Mr. Bellixo. How did you pay him back ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I paid him — what I did in this instance, I believe this 
is the only instance where I borrowed that kind of money from him. 
I transferred some real estate I owned to him. 

Mr. Bellixo. And how much was involved? Did you say that? 
How much did you borrow ? 

Mr.- Rebozo. As I recall, it was valued at something like $32,000. 
How much interest did I show paying? 

Mr. Bellixo. $13,875. 

Mr. Rebozo. $13,000. Well, I could have — and it was in and out, 
you say? 

Mr. Bellixo. No, not the interest; no. This is on your tax return. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, you wouldn’t know whether it was in and out 
or not, if it was just on a tax return? 

Mr. Bellixo. No, this was not in and out. I don’t see it at all on 
your books. 

Mr. Rebozo. T believe that that’s what it had to be. I believe it had 
to be the transfer of this property, and it was computed on value at 
the time. 

Again, it’s not necessary to conjecture on this. I can provide you 
with the documents, because the files are complete on this. I’m sure 
we might save a little time by it. But give me those dates and that 
amount again. 

Mr. Bellixo. That was the 1970 tax return — $13,875. 

In the purchase of any stock you’ve purchased from Key Biscayne 
Bank or Fisher Island, have you made payment by any other way, 
other than through your checking account — the 134 checking account? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir, you’ve seen all of those checks, I’m sure. You’ll 
find canceled checks for that. 

Mr. Bellixo. You haven’t purchased any other stock other than 
what’s shown through your record? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, you’ve seen those checks, and you’ll find that 
they correspond right with the preemptive stock issue dates. 

Mr. Bellixo. On your financial statements, you include always an 
item, notes payable to others, unsecured. From 1969 on, they range 
from $108,350 to $171,215. What’s the source of that information? 
Do you have some records? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I have complete records on that. I was formerly 
in the finance business where you borrow money from banks, going 
back to 1949 and 1950. Numbers of my friends would ask if they 
could invest. I was advised that the best way to do it was to just issue 
notes with generous interest and not get involved with the possibility 
that an investment may turn sour and I could be accused of causing 
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problems. So I did that and got in certain sums of money from a 
variety of people, and every 6 months, they get their interest check. 

Now, when I sold the business, I contacted them all. I wanted to 
pay it off, and every one of them asked me if I could invest it in 
something else for them. I said: “Well, I’m investing all the time; 
if you want to continue the same procedure, we’ll do it, and I don’t 
commingle funds of any kinds.” 

So for all these years I have paid them, most of them have all their 
money back and still getting interest. Occasionally, I will get a letter 
from one of them asking if I can take more deposits. But I have the 
copies of all those notes and names of all of them, and it goes way, 
wav back. 


Mr. Belltno. Your financial statement 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me, Mr. Bellino. Senator, I think you probably 
know that the IBS has conducted an initial investigation, 14 weeks 
with four agents, and have gone over every one: of these records in 
some detail — in complete detail. I understand now that you have 
those records available. 

Mr. Dash. Not those from the IRS. 

Mr. Frates. We have been told by the IRS — — 

Mr. Dash. The IRS has taken it. There was : a resolution passed 
by the Senate at the request of our committee authorizing us, but 
I think the IRS at this point are awaiting a meeting between the 
chairman and the vice chairman before 


Mr. Frates. We have been informed directly by the agent in charge 
that they have found no improprieties, nothing illegal in it. The 
IRS has now come back. There was an exchange and there have 
been no further investigations. I just wanted the Senator to know 
that. 


Senator Inottye. But we have not received those records yet? 

Mr. Dash. No, we have not yet. They have asked for a meeting of 
the chairman and the vice chairman to determine whether or not 
certain regulations that they have permit them to show the records. 

Mr. Rebozo. I might say additionally that we have had swarms of 
so-called investigative reporters that have gone through anything I 
ever did. Newsday had six men there for 6 months, spent a quarter 
of a million dollars. They went through everything in the courthouse. 
They talked — in their report, in their story they said they talked to 
over 400 people. 

The New York Times about 3 or 4 weeks ago, said they had con- 
ducted their investigation and they had a crew down for 30 days. 
They inspected everything and found no wrongdoing. The story 
was back on page 43, so everybody didn’t read it. But the attacks 
previously Avere on page 1. 

I just can’t begin to tell you how anxious I am to bring this thing 
to a close, because there is no way you would believe the harm that’s 
done me and my business in my community where I have lived 55 
years. 

Mr. Dash. I think the Senator can appreciate this. That was the 
purpose of trying to make these arrangements, so we can get an 
agreement between Avliat staff Avants to do, Avhether there Avas any 
harm or harassment. Of course, you and Mr. Frates know that any 
investigation has an impact, and this is an unfortunate thing. 
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Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure, Mr. Dash, that you feel that way, and I 
know from what I know about the Senators on the committee, that 
they share that viewpoint. I wish I could say as much for some of 
your investigators. 

Mr. Dash. The investigators — I think the record should show that 
our investigators have the responsibility of trying to do as aggres- 
sive, but legal a job as possible and get as many facts as they can. 
We cannot criticize investigators for being aggressive. We certainly 
can keep our investigators within the bounds of law and ask them 
not to harass. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think they can temper aggressiveness with reason- 
ableness. I haven’t found any semblance of that. Even the First 
National Rank, which is the largest bank in the State, told us the 
subpena served was so broad it would take them months to comply. 
City National said they weren’t going to the expense of that. If you 
wanted it done, you would have to pay for it. 

It has been like this in all these banks. I do a lot of business with 
banks, and it has been impairing— I’m afraid it’s going to impair 
my banking relationship with people that I have enjoyed a good 
relationship with before. Nobody wants to be in partnership or doing 
business with somebody if every few weeks they’re going to have to 
answer subpenas that ask them to sweep out the cellar. 

Now, the Newsday people, in their investigation, went back so far 
that someone in the courthouse told me that the records were so old 
that they had to go back to the warehouse and dig out records for 
them. 

Mr. Frates. Mr. Rebozo, Mr. Dash, Senator. I think the Senator 
in his military career recalls that with a statement like that, you send 
him to the chaplain. I suggest that while this is interesting to the 
Senator, we get on with the interrogation on the facts. 

Mr. Bellixo. Mr. Rebozo, in your financial statement of Septem- 
ber 1, 1970, there is a loan liability of $100,000 owed to the Key 
Biscayne Bank. I don’t find that in your receipts. The proceeds have 
been taken by cashier’s check and put somewhere else. Do you recall 
that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That would be news to me if that’s the case, because 
the bookkeeper generally puts everything in my personal account and 
then pays it out of there. I believe if you examine it carefully, you’ll 
probably find that that was done, and if it wasn’t it’s a very simple 
matter to provide that information. 

Mr. Dash. For these purposes, we’re noting things that we’re going 
to get additional records to show. 

Mr. Rebozo. What was that date? 

Mr. Dash. There was a thing Mr. Frates indicated he wanted to 
do to clear this up once and for all. If there was a questionable 
amount, write it down and get it for the record. 

Mr. Rebozo. What was that date? 

Mr. Belli xo. That was the 1970 financial statement. 

Mr. Rebozo. And it said what ? 

Mr. Bellixo. It shows a liability of $100,000, but I don’t find the 
receipt of it anywhere before the date of that statement, but you did 
pay it back. So you must have done it — if it didn’t go into your 184 
account, what account did it go into? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I probably haven’t paid it back, j 
Mr. Bellino. No, this has been paid back. j 
Mr. Frates. He said it has been paid back. j 
Mr. Rebozo. Well, it was probably something! borrowed in 1969, 
and that’s why it appeared 

Mr. Bellino. It could have been borrowed in ]L969 and paid later 
on, but I don’t find it even in 1969 or 1970, unless it was 1968. But I 
don’t think so. 


Mr. Rebozo. I have always borrowed from our I bank. 

Mr. Armstrong. For the record, Mr. Rebozo, it didn’t show in the 
1969 financial statement. That’s why Mr. Bellino raised it. 

Mr. Rebozo. I see. Then it has to be on the 1970, I’m sure. 

Mr. Bellino. In 1969, you had a balance of $64,000. In 1970, it’s 
$100,000. The balance would show. • j 

Mr. Rebozo. You see, the balances I show in my accounts are the 
balances as of September 1 of each year. I, sometime back, adopted 
the procedure of picking one day to make out all my financial state- 
ments for the various banks so as not to have to fool with it too often. 


Mr. Bellino. Mr. Rebozo, have you invested ^ny funds in Water 
Pollution Control, Inc. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. In the Water Pollution Control Act? 

Mr. Bellino. Water Pollution Control, Inc. ! 

Mr. Rebozo. Not to my knowledge. I don’t even know what it is. 

Mr. Bellino. Your friend, I believe Jake Jernigan 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I’m not in that. I know Jakej He’s a fine fellow. 
Mr. Bellino. Has he ever fronted for you with any financial trans- 
action? j 


Mr. Rebozo. Mr. Bellino, the word “front” annoys me, very ob- 
viously, because I saw once before, the term you used was “straw 


man”— something like that. He has not fronted for me or been a 
straw man for me. I have known him for about 20 years. He’s a nice 
fellow. He tries hard. He chases rainbows a lot*, and I have never 
invested in that company, though I would see nothing wrong with it ' 
if I did. ! 


Mr. Bellino. Have you had any other financial transactions with 
W. A. Baraket besides the $100,000 that you borrowed from him? 
Mr. Rebozo. No. j 

Mr. Bellino. I would like to get on the record the transaction you 
had with Dick Danner. Will you tell us about that $1,000 transaction 
with him and how it arose ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Mr. Bellino, I explained that to you before as best I 
could recall. It seems to me, and I don’t know whether — I think that 
I borrowed $1,000 from him and then sent him ia check for it, and 
you ran across that canceled check when you had my books pulled. 
I have yet to even look at any of those checks. My bookkeeper got 
them together when I gave them to you before. I haven’t looked at 
them yet because I know there is nothing there, j 

Mr. Bellino. You say you borrowed $1,000 from him? 

Mr. Rebozo. I am inclined to think that that is what I did when 
I was in Las Vegas. He may have borrowed $1,000 from me. I really 
don’t even remember which it was. Was there a check of mine written 
to him for $1,000? j 

Mr. Bellino. That’s right. 
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Mr. Rebozo. Well, then, that’s what it Avas. 

Mr. Bellino. Did he pay you back immediately? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I aatis paying him back. 

Mr. Bellino. Or did you pay him back ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Bellino. That is — I don’t quite understand it. The record 
sIioavs you gave him a check on May 19 for $1,000. 

Senator Ixouye. Mr. Rebozo has responded that he had borrowed 
from Dick Danner. This Avas repayment of the loan. 

Mr. Bellino. And the next day, on May 20, vou deposited the 
$1,000 and I ve been trying to find out Avhether that was cash, because 
it doesn’t shoAv. 

Mr. Rebozo. As you’ll recall, the question was brought up before 
and the deposit slip said, “exchange.” 

Mr. Bellino. No, it didn’t say anything. 

Mr. Rebozo. Something said “exchange.” I recall us discussing it. 
So Avhen you have an exchange, you have an in and out, Avhatever it 
Avas. What year Avas that? 

Mr. Bellino. That’s the same, 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t remember what it was. But I can tell you that 
it Avas not a payoff or anything. It AvasH straight, honest transaction 
between two old friends. 

Senator Ixouye. Do you Avant to take a short break? 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. Before that, Mr. Bellino has indicated, along 
with our agreement, several documents, and if Ave can have him 
Avrite those doAvn, or Mr. Armstrong, so Ave can check them so there’ll 
be no misunderstanding 

Mr. Schultz. Senator, before Ave break, may I speak to an issue 
that Avas raised before? 

Senator Inouye. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Schultz. On January 17, Mr. Thompson and I inteiwieAved 
Mr. Rebozo in Miami. At that time, Mr. Frates displayed to us copies 
of certificates of deposit Avhich, according to my writeup, originated 
on September 9, 1969. This memo Avas provided to Marc Lackritz, so 
he does have the date. 

We did not make any notes nor did Ave bring any copies of those 
certificates. My reason was I saAv no significance to the 1972 Presi- 
dential campaign. So the reqord is correct, he did display them to 
us. I made no notes. 

Mr. Thompson. I suppose they’re still available. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, they are, CD’s of the President and Mrs. Nixon. 

Mr. Dash. If the staff feels it’s important to look at it, he raises 
no objection to producing them. 

Mr. Schultz. If Marc does not ha\ r e copies of the memo, I have it 
here and he’s Avelcome to it. 

Mr. Lackritz. I verify the fact that you pro\fided me with a copy 
of the memo of your interview. I beliei^e the point Avas only raised 
that Ave had no copies of the certificates of deposit and Avere pro- 
vided no copies. I think Ave clarified that for the record. 

Mr. Dash. You’re right, Avhen you see any member of the staff of 
our committee, you haA^e the right to expect you’re talking to the 
whole committee. I don’t think it’s an issue 
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Mr. Frates. I don’t want to create an issue. ! 

Mr. Dash. It’s not an issue. Sometimes one staff may see some 
significance that another doesn’t and it falls in the crack, that’s all. 

Senator Inohye. Do any of the staff wish to speak before we take 
a recess ? 

Mr. Frates. One other thing, since this is your first time in these 
hearings. From the inception of the Watergate investigation, we have 
tried completely to cooperate. We have had some disagreements and 
I think we resolved that this morning between the investigative staff 
and ourselves. They felt they were entitled to examine all personal 
records of all corporations from 1969 right on through. I think we 
have resolved that situation now. ! 

I also assured these people that from my exantination, we are not 
trying to conceal any document, withhold any document that is rele- 
vant to the investigation of this committee. This is the approach that 
we have tried to adopt in these examinations, j 

Mr. Dash. We did agree as of this morning! that — I think you 
said you do have them here, the bank statements? 

Mr. Frates. I have this whole thing of the checks and the bank 
statements. I don’t think they’re through 1973. Again, Senator, this 
is Mr. Rebozo’s personal checks, which Mr. Bellino has seen, from 
December 1969. He spent several days in our office examining them. 
I just want you to know. j 

Mr. Dash. They’re here. I think he said he didn’t have to follow 
the checks with checks, but he was interested in bank statements. 

Mr. Frates. I told that to my client and he doesn’t think they have 
the right, but he has agreed. I think this is one of the matters. 

Mr. Dash. And you have copies through 1973? 

Mr. Frates. June of 1973. j 

Mr. Rebozo. I have no objection to showing appropriate persons 
representatives of this committee anything and everything that I 
have of record. I do strongly object to their photographing any- 
thing for very, very important reasons. There have been just entirely 
too many leaks. I don’t want to see a copy of niy check up here in 
some magazine or newspaper with a distorted story saying what it 
was for. It was embarrassing to me when they singled out some people 
I’ve made checks to and then went and called oh them as though I 
were a criminal. 

Mr. Dash. Carmine, so we can save time, would you be in a posi- 
tion to go through those statements if we don’t have copies of them, 
while thejr’re here? 

Mr. Bellino. I would like to have them, because from time to 
time-? i 

Mr. Dash. This can be off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Senator Inotiye. We’ll take a brief recess. j 

A brief recess was taken.] | 

Mr. Lackritz. Mr. Rebozo, we would like to get, to the questions 
of the circumstances surrounding your decision to return the money 
in the spring of 1973. As I recall your testimony, you testified that 
you were contacted by the IRS on the matter ih March or April of 
1973. Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 
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Mr. Lackritz. I believe you told us also earlier in your testimony 
that you first talked to the President about the money in March or 
April of 1973. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I had first talked to him earlier about having the 
money, but about returning it then. 

Mr. Lackritz. When did you first talk to him about having the 
money? 

Mr. Rebozo. I was asked that question before and couldn’t recall. I 
did it on some occasion. I beileve it was at Key Biscayne. 

Again, you know, he has had so many bombshells for so long, I usu- 
ally wait if I have anything to tell him to seek a time when it’s a re- 
laxed atmosphere, and so forth. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you tell the President that you had the money 
prior to the time that you were contacted by the IRS ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. At the time you told the President that you had the 
money, did you tell the President who had delivered the money to 
you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. So you told him, in fact, that Mr. Danner had deliv- 
ered it to you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. At that time, he offered you no advice about whether 
or not to return the money, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No — yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, you say you subsequently had another discus- 
sion with the President about the money, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. As I have indicated, yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, was that second discussion with the 
President about the money prior to the time you were contacted by 
the IRS, or subsequent to the time you were contacted by the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it was about the same time, and 1 think that 
perhaps I ought to correct a misunderstanding I may have made to 
Senator Weicker earlier, because I was asked about Ehrlichman and 
I do recall that Ehrlichman did mention about the IRS to me. I 
didn’t recall any specific conversation, but now I do remember that 
he had said something about the IRS was going to check this out. 
It was about that same time frame. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall Mr. Ehrlichman getting in touch 
with you in March or April? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, and I don’t know whether he told me that after 
I had received the call from the Nevada IRS or before. That part 
I can’t pin down, but I do remember him saying that it was going to 
be investigated, or that I was going to be investigated. So it must 
have been — well, no, it couldn’t have been after, because again Ehr- 
lichman left there in April and that’s about the time all this was 
happening. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, had you talked to the President about whether 
or not you should return the money prior to the time that Mr. Ehr- 
lichman advised you that you were going to be talked to by the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. I would say about the same time, probably. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, which came first? 
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Mr. Rebozo. As I say, T don’t know, and it’s not like you make 
appointments to go see something about something. When I go to the 
White House, T generally — I don’t bother the President, I go around 
and visit the different people I know and say hello. During these 
visits, discussions on all topics of moment at the time naturally come 
up, particularly if they involve me. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, was the fact that the IRS contacted you a 
factor in your deciding to return the money ? ! 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. I think that had something to do with it. 

Mr. Lackritz. So in other words, you had not made the decision 
to return the money prior to the time that the IRS contacted you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; as I indicated previously, I had hoped that maybe 
this whole situation would clear up — that is, the situation between 

Mr. Lackritz. I understand that, Mr. Rebozo. 

Mr. Rebozo I" continuing]. Between Hughes arid Maheu, but that 
hope diminished with time, and I sought counsel with several people, 
as I’ve indicated, and the sort of unanimous conclusion was, return it. 

Mr. Lackritz. I understand that, but as I also understand your 
testimony, the fact that you were contacted by the IRS played some 
part in your decision to return the money? j 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure it had some effect on it; yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. So you did not decide 

Mr. Rebozo. Even though the IRS told me that ] they weren’t check- 
ing me at all. j 

Let me say this about that particular meeting; because it may be 
relevant. They came over to see me at Key Biscaype, these two agents 
whose names are Keeney and Skelton — came to sCe me and they told 
me that they were checking the tax returns of jwhomever it was — 
whether it was Danner, Maheu, Hughes, or what — and they would 
like to ask me some questions. So they went on with a few questions. 

Then they asked me if Danner gave me any money or did he give 
me $100,000. I said “yes.” They said, “What did vou do with it?” 
Well , when I said, “I’ve still got it,” they did a doubletake, because 
that was not expected. j 

So he said, “What we’re here for is to try to locate $1 million.” 
They said, “We’ve searched all over; there’s a million that we feel, 
perhaps, taxes have not been paid on and this is the first amount 
that we’ve been able to locate.” j 

Then two or three times during the discussion!, they told me that 
they wanted to make it very clear that I’m not under investigation and 
so on. At one point, they asked me: “Who do you think the money 
belongs to?” I said, “At this stage, I don’t have any idea. I know 
it doesn’t belong to me.” 

Then I proceeded to get Danner to take it back or get his people 
to take it back. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. So in other words, your efforts to contact 
Danner to have him take it back were not until after you met with 
the IRS ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that’s correct. 

Mr. Lackritz. So then it would have had to I be after your first 
interview with the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe that’s correct. 
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Mr. Lackritz. T see. So as I understand it, you met with the IRS 
shortly after the time you were first contacted by them, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. They came to see me. 

Mr. Lackritz. I take it at this time, you were not represented by 
counsel when you talked to the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Following your meeting with the IRS, what was 
the next thing you did with respect to trying to return the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that’s when I spoke to the various people that 
I indicated to get their judgment on it, because by then, I was fairly 
well convinced that the money could not be used for any campaign 
purposes. 

I thought of all kinds of things. I thought of giving half of it to 
the Democratic Party and half to the Republican. I thought of all 
kinds of things just to see what I could do to dispose of it. "When I 
talked to the few lawyers that I mentioned, why, it was pretty unan- 
imous that I should return it. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. After you talked to the IRS, who was 
the first lawyer? That was Mr. Griffin, I take it, that you spoke to 
about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. 

Mr. Lackritz. And what did Mr. Griffin advise you to do with 
the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Turn it back. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ask Mr. Griffin if he would take the money 
back for you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not then. That just happened later, because I 
was working with Mr. Gemmill, and he was 

Mr. Lackritz. I understand, but at that time 

Mr. Frates. Let him finish, please. 

Mr. Lackritz. Excuse me. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it never occurred to me to involve Griffin and 
I’m very sorry I did, now, because he had nothing to do w T ith this, 
just that one act for a friend, and didn’t even let his principal client, 
who is Abplanalp, know he was doing it. He had to read it in the 
paper and it was rather embarrassing for him. But Griffin researched 
some law on it and said that that was the best thing to do. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And this was very shortly after your meeting 
with the IRS, as I understand it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. As I also understand your testimony, you at that 
time did not ask Mr. Griffin himself to take the money back to Mr. 
Danner ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No ; that came about as the result of taking the money 
to Philadelphia, thinking that we would meet with Chester Davis 
there and give it to him, and then finding out that Davis wasn’t 
even there or in New York, and wouldn’t be for a couple of days. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. 

Mr. Rebozo. So that’s when I asked Griffin if he would hold the 
money, since he lived in New York, since he’s director of a bank, 
and then put it in the vault, and since he knew the details of it. So 
he took the money and then they made their arrangements after that 
to turn it over. 
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Mr. Lackritz. Then going back to this meetifig shortly after the 
IRS interview, did Mr. Griffin give you any adyice that you should 
have an independent third party arrange to return the money? 

Mr. Eebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now following the meeting with Griffin, 
did you contact any other attorneys in May ? 

Mr. Eebozo. I said that I had talked with several friends. I talked 
with my own attorney; I talked with my accountant. 

Mr. Frates. Wakefield. 

Mr. Lackritz. Your attorneys? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes; I’m sorry, my house attorney. 

Mr. Armstrong. Are you referring to Mr. Davis when you say 
your accountant? j 

Mr. Eebozo. That’s Warren Davis. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did Mr. Gemmill advise you to arrange to return 
the money through an independent third party? 

Mr. Eebozo. Well, he knew that I was trying to 

but Danner, for some reason, either didn’t want t,_ A _ 

know what to do, or just didn’t bother, I don’t know what. So then, 
I think, I had Gemmill get hold of Chester Davis, because I knew that 
he was their top counselor, and arrange to give it to him. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, at your first meeting with Mr. 
Gemmill, did you j 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me, Senator. Again, I dbn’t want to object, 
but we went through this thing this morning in some detail. . 

Mr. Dash. I know we did. I think Senator Weicker started to ask 
questions in this area. I wasn’t sure he would coipe back. But it was 
my understanding that we shouldn’t repeat questions 

Mr. Frates. It seems to me we’re repeating a majority. I’m not 
objecting, but I 

Mr. Dash. I think my understanding was that you were willing to 
explore the record further, but not repeat questions. 

Mr. Lackritz. We’re just trying to lay a foundation for a subse- 
quent meeting that I didn’t think we had gotten into prior to this 
time. 


return it to Danner, 
p accept it or didn’t 


Senator Weicker. In any event, I agree with him. So far, every- 
thing I have heard we’ve gone over. Let’s get it going. 

Mr. Dash. One way to expedite it — you wouldn’t object to some 
leading questions? 

Mr. Frates. Of course not. I would prefer them. 

Mr. Armstrong. For the record, I think it’s worthy of note that 
one of the reasons why some of the questions have been repeated is it 
gives Mr. Eebozo an additional opportunity to reflect. As I pointed 
out when he returned to the room, during the lunch period, he rec- 
ollected a meeting with Mr. Ehrlichman. 

Senator Weicker. At any rate, let’s get goings 

Mr. Lackritz. You testified previously that j you contacted Mr. 
Danner on numerous occasions after your contact with the IRS. Did 
you ever contact Mr. Danner and ask him to coirje to Washington in 
May of 1973? 

Mr. Eebozo. I met him in there, and I know ! the date because I 
read about it, and that story was totally distorted also. I don’t know 
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if I asked him to come or if he was in Washington on other business, 
but I did see him there. 

Mr. Lackritz. You don’t recall asking Mr. Danner to come to 
Washington ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Lackritz. Where did you meet Mr. Danner in Washington? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe we both stayed at the Madison. 

Mr. Lackritz. You both stayed at the Madison? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think there was some function going on. There was 
some reason for being there at that time, but I don’t recall what it 
was. 

Mr. Lackritz. Was this on or about May 18 or 19, 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was in Mav, the date that was indicated in the 
paper — I thought it was the 5th — of this year, but I don’t — whatever 
the date was, w T as, I believe, accurate. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you have any discussions with Mr. Danner at 
the Madison Hotel about returning the monev on that occasion ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I must have. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you have any recollection of those discussions? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I’ve just— you know — I’m sure that the decision 
had been made and I have to presume that we did discuss it. 

Mr. Lackritz. But you have no recollection of discussing it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not specifically. Again, Danner and I have been 
friends, you know, for so many years. We talk about everything 
under the sun. We used to talk about girls ; we don’t do that any more. 

Mr. Lackritz. I understand that, but as I understand your earlier 
testimony, you had testified that you had been trying to call Mr. 
Danner on numerous occasions after your first IRS interview? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And this meeting in Washington would have been 
sometime after that time period, so you did discuss with Mr. Danner 
the return of the monev? 

\j * 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe so. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you see Mr. Danner on more than one date 
during that period, or was that just a 1 -day meeting? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I saw him that one day. Then the next morn- 
ing or that night, I went to Camp David and Danner spent a lot 
of time telling me about the pulse of the people that he meets out 
there. In Vegas, he meets people from all over the country. It was 
his feeling that the Watergate didn’t get the play out there that 
it’s getting in the East and that he didn’t feel that the President 
was in serious trouble. Danner is a very convincing, deliberate 
speaker. 

So at Camp David, I related to the President what Danner had 
told me, but I didn’t get the feeling that he was buying it. I just 
had- the feeling that maybe he thought this was more his friend 
trying to make him feel better. 

Then the thought occurred to me that if I could just get him 
to talk to Danner, he would be getting it right from the horse’s 
mouth and it might relieve the tension some. 

So I called and Danner was still down there. I checked with the 
aide and lie said they have courier cars coming up. So I arranged 
for one of them to bring him up. 
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I was staying in one of the cottages there and they brought him 
right to the cottage I was in. We talked about everything, I guess. 
Then I eased over and talked to or else I called — I guess I called 
Manuel — that’s the way I usually do it — the President’s butler. But 
in any event, I got the President to come over for a few minutes: 

Mr. Lackritz. That is, come over to your cottage? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I guess he was there 5 to j 10 minutes, some- 
thing like that, and I cited the purpose. I said 1 1 would just like, 
you know, I think I said, “I have the feeling that you don’t be- 
lieve me, but I wanted you to get it from the horse’s mouth.” And 
I just told Danner, “I just want you to relate to the President 
what you related to me.” And Danner did. He told him the same 
stories that he had told me. 

Mr. Lackritz. When did you first talk to the President? Did 
you talk to the President about your conversations with Danner 
on the night that you went out to Camp David, the night before? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether I went that night or the next 
day to Camp David, but I talked to him at some point while we 
were there. Sometimes we take walks, and these are things that I 
generally choose to talk to him about when we’re alone, rather 
than when all the family is around or whatever. $o I always make it 
a practice to just wait for a convenient time. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. Now, during that time, did you discuss with 
the President anything concerning your efforts to have Mr. Danner 
take the money back that he had given you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No; again, I’m sure I didn’t. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did the President ask you any questions about 
whether you had been able to return the money to Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lackritz. Are you sure ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. | 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. You don’t think sb, are you sure — I 
don’t think the record is clear. 

Mr. Lackritz. I’m sorry. Are you certain that the President did 
not ask you any questions about whether you Had been successful 
in having Danner take the money? ! 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I’m not certain. 

Mr. Lackritz. So, in other words, the President could have raised 
some questions with you on that occasion? | 

Mr. Rebozo. Could have. What was that date j again? 

Mr. Lackritz. I believe it was May 20, 1973, for the record. How 
long was your discussion with the President that evening, or that 
next morning? r 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, the President was probably there 5 or 10 
minutes. 

Mr. Lackritz. No, I mean with you alone, not with Mr. Danner. 

Mr. Rebozo. No longer than it took me to tell you this. As I say, 
it was part of a general discussion that I mentioned this to him. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. 

Mr. Rebozo. I mean, I don’t go in for an appointment with the 
President and they say, you have 30 minutes, or 20 minutes, or an 
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hour, or whatever. Generally, I go over when he calls me, and he’s 
usually working, and he’ll work for hours on end sometimes. If 
he has a free moment, he’ll call to see what you’re doing, see if you 
want to go swimming or take a walk. Very often, on the walks, 
the walks seem to present a good opportunity to bring up some- 
thing like this. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Now, you say the President, after hear- 
ing your version of what Mr. Danner had to say, asked you to have 
Mr. Danner brought out to Camp David? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it was my idea. 

Mr. Lackritz. You suggested that to the President ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. I thought that — I didn’t know at first that 
Danner was still there, but I just wanted him to talk to him di- 
rect, because I provide him with reports. I get voluminous mail 
from all over the country supporting the President, and I get phone 
calls, and people sometimes come in the bank with tears in their 
eyes wanting to send him a message or something. I have relayed 
some of these things to him, but I think that — I’m not sure that he 
believes it always. He might think that I’m making it up to make 
him feel better. 

But Danner, as I said, had told me this without any coaxing and 
without the President being there, and Danner is rather articulate. 
I know the President likes him and I thought he would believe 
somebody else saying some of these things rather than me. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right, but I take it at this point, Mr. Danner 
had not yet agreed to take the money back. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. He never did agree. 

Mr. Lackritz. That’s right. So by that time, he had not agreed 
to take the money back? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. He Avas always going to let me know. 

Mr. Lackritz. As I understand it, you talked to the President 
about the advisability of returning the money at about the same 
time that you were contacted by the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Which was a short time earlier. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think it’s all right in that timeframe. 

Mr. Lackritz. Yet, your testimony is that you had no discus- 
sions with the President about the return of the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I said earlier 

Mr. Frates. At that time. At that meeting you’re talking about. 

Mr. Lackritz. At that meeting. 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, at that meeting. No, I don’t believe it came up. 

Mr. Lackritz, OK. Now, you then called to get a courier car for 
Mr. Danner to have him brought from the Madison Hotel out to 
Camp David? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you ask Mr. Danner to stay over for the pur- 
pose of coming up to Camp David the following day? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I called and he was still there, i said, “What 
are you doing?” He said, “I thought I would probably do a little 
sightseeing.” I said, “When are you going back?” And I think he 
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said some time that night. Then I asked him if he could come up 
there if I could make some arrangements. 

Mr. Armstrong. Gould I ask two clarifying questions ? The 
President was not aware that Mr. Danner was coming out to Camp 
David, is that right? 

Mr. Eebozo. I don’t know whether he was or not. I may have 
told him. I’m inclined to think I would have. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did he know the reason why Mr. Danner would 
be coming out? 

Mr. Eebozo. Well, I had related to him what Danner had just 
told me the day before, so 

Mr. Armstrong. Did he think it was for the purpose of relating 
that as opposed to a social visit? 

Mr. Eebozo. Well, not just relating that. I think it was more in- 
tended to get a feel of the pulse of the crossroads of the Nation, 
where he’s always talking to people and seeing people. 

Mr. Armstrong. Whom did yoi? contact to arrange the car to 
have it brought out? 

Mr. Eebozo. One of the aides. 

Mr. Armstrong. Military aides, such as Mr. Golden or some- 
body ? 

Mr. Eebozo. I just asked them if they had any cars coming up. 
He said, “Yes, we have courier cars coming all the time, we have 
courier cars coming, changing shifts for the Secret Service and 
so on.” 

Mr. Lackrttz. What time of day did Mr. Danner arrive at Camp 
David? 

Mr. Eebozo. I don’t think we had lunch there. I don’t remember. 
I am inclined to think it was morning. 

Mr. Lackritz. What part of the morning? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes, I’m inclined to think it was late morning. 

Mr. Lackritz. Late morning? 

Mr. Eebozo. That’s my guess. 

Mr. Lackritz. And he came directly to your cabin ? 

Mr. Eebozo. Yes. They had instructions where to bring him. 

Mr. Lackritz. And how soon after he came to your cabin did 
President Nixon come to your cabin ? 

Mr. Eebozo. I believe it probably was a half hour or so. 

Mr. Lackritz. So you and Mr. Danner had an opportunity to 
discuss matters for half an hour before the President came? 

Mr. Eebozo. Sure. 

Mr. Lackritz. At that time, did you discuss with Mr. Danner 
the need to return the money and ask him if he could take it back? 

Mr. Eebozo. I believe so. But, again, I’m trying hard to be com- 
pletely accurate, and I don’t want to say anything that I’m not 
positive of. 

Mr. Lackritz. Eight, but you say you’re fairly certain that you 
discussed that in the time that you were alone in that cabin? 

Mr. Eebozo. I’m inclined to think so. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. Now, I take it Mr. Danner still did not 
agree to take the money back. That is correct, isn’t it? 
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Mr. Rebozo. He was going to check with his superiors. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, did you call the President to come over 
to the cabin, or did the President just wander over on his own? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think what I did was to call the butler and tell 
him that we were there and if he had a couple of minutes, I would 
like for him to drop by. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. So the President then came over and it 
would have been around noontime when the President came over. 
Was it prior to lunch? 

Mr. Rebozo. I said I think it was. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lackritz. What did the President say to Mr. Danner when 
he came in? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, of course, he hadn’t seen him in a long time 
and greeted him as anyone would greet someone else, and asked 
him Hoav he was doing out there — just general small talk. 

Senator Weicker. Is this the Camp David meeting, by the way, 
that we’re talking about again? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. So Mr. Danner said he was fine, and then did the 
President ask him specifically about what the mood was? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I think I initiated that. I think I said to the 
President that Danner had related some things to me the day before 
that I would like him to repeat if he didn’t mind. So Danner got 
into this discussion, w T hich he does very well, and that was it. 

Mr. Lackritz. And what did he tell the President specifically? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, he told him in essence what I previously said, 
that all the people that he sees out there don’t show the concern 
about this matter that he reads in the Eastern press, that most 
people that he has seen are behind him, appreciate the great job 
he has done, and along those lines, just in general. 

I think he cited maybe one or tw T o people that had said certain 
things. 

Mr. Lackritz. Right. Now, was anything else discussed other 
than small talk and the general mood of the country in that dis- 
cussion with the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. The President may have talked a little bit about 
football or something like that, but — no, that was May. I don’t 
know. It w r as small talk. 

Mr. Lackritz. And how long would you estimate this meeting 
with Mr. Danner and the President was? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe the President was there more than 10 
minutes, if that long. 

Mr. Lackritz. And at the conclusion of the meeting, what did 
the President do? 

Mr. Rebozo. He went back to his quarters. Danner and I visited 
a while, and then he went back. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, did you take a walk — did you and Mr. 
Danner take a walk with the President around the Camp David 
grounds ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The President and I walk around there all the time. 
It’s possible that we may have, but I don’t- 
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Mr. Lackritz. Would you recall that if you and Mr. Danner 
and the President 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, I wouldn’t. I’ve walked around there so 
many times with the President and the First Lady or someone else. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall what kind of day that was, that day 
that Mr. Danner came out to see the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Lackritz. Was it rainy? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. And you don’t recall whether or not you and Mr. 
Danner and the President took a walk around the grounds follow- 
ing the meeting? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t recall. 

Mr. Lackritz. Is it possible that that happened? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, it could be possible. 

Mr. Lackritz. And if, in fact, you walked around the grounds, 
would that have been a long walk, a short walk? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe we walked around, but you said is it 
possible, and I say, sure, it’s possible. 

Mr. Lackritz. But you have no recollection of walking around? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. How long after your meeting with President Nixon 
was it before Mr. Danner left Camp David? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I presume a half hour or so. 

Danner and I have a lot of mutual friends, and we no doubt in- 
dulged in some conversation about them. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you know, after the meeting with the Presi- 
dent, did you have any further discussion with Mr. Danner about 
requesting him to take the money back? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall that. I thanked him for the presenta- 
tion, which I thought was effective and useful, and apologized for 
inconveniencing him by bringing him up. But outside of that, I 
think it was just talk about some of our mutual friends. 

You mentioned Jernigan a while ago. We probably talked about 
him and his different ventures, and probably about Smathers. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. How did Mr. Danner get back? Did you 
call a car for him? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. To take him back to Washington? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Who did you ask to call a car? The similar mili- 
tary aide? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Usually the aide does those things. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall the aide, incidentally, that was 
there that day? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t. I generally just call for the duty aide 
and whoever it is does it. But I don’t recall the aide. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall if there was any time that the 
President and Mi*. Danner just were together out of your presence, 
outside of your presence? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, they weren’t out of my presence at any time. 
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Mr. Armstrong. What cabin were you staying in? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether — I stay at different cabins, 
and sometimes — I think it was Maple. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is it possible that the discussion took place in 
the President’s, in Aspen Cabin rather than Maple? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it didn’t take place, wasn’t discussed there at all. 

Mr. Armstrong. The previous evening, when you discussed with 
the President Mr. Danner’s general reflections on the situation, his 
view from the West, where did that discussion take place, do you 
recall that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know if it was the previous evening or that 
morning, but it would probably have taken place in Aspen. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall where it would be in Aspen? I 
mean where in the cabin it was? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. In his study? 

Mr. Rebozo. It could have been. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lackritz. Do you recall that same weekend, Mr. Rebozo, 
did you see Mr. Abplanalp? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m piecing together some things that almost seem — 
it seems to me that we Avent up there on a Saturday rather than a 
Friday because it seems to me that the President was — I was 
staying at the Madison. I would normally stay at the White House. 
So, I think that what happened— there was something going on. 
Abplanalp was here, too. And I believe that — Abplanalp has his 
own plane. I believe the day before we flew up to Abplanalp’s place 
and had lunch at his Eldred preserve 

Mr. Lackritz. You mean the trout preserve? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And who was on that trip ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether Griffin was with him or not, 
but I think it was just the three of us. 

Mr. Lackritz. You, Mr. Abplanalp and Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And to the best of your recollection, that was the 
previous day, which would have been a Friday? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think that — you know, when you make so 
many trips to a city, it’s awful hard to keep from confusing what 
happened on one trip with what might have happened on another. 
But I connect Danner’s visit there with the trip to Eldred because 
I remember us all going up there, and there’s no other occasion 
that I can recall when we did. 

Senator Montoya. We’ll have a recess because there’s a vote. I 
only have 3 minutes to make a vote. 

[A brief recess was taken.] 

Senator Weicker. Back on the record. 

Mr. Lackritz. Before the break, we were talking briefly about 
your trip to upstate New York with Mr. Abplanalp and Mr. Dan- 
ner previous to the date you went up to Camp David. Mr. Rebozo, 
do you recall on that trip to upstate New York, did you discuss 
with Mr. Danner the possible return of the money ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

You see, Abplanalp knew nothing about it all this time until he 
read it in the paper. We were together all the time. We were all 
staying at the same hotel here. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, was there a specific reason why you didn’t 
inform Mr. Abplanalp about the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. I guess only that it’s just my nature to not, you 
know, it was a private affair, and not that I would distrust him; 
I just didn’t do it. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. 

Mr. Rebozo. Then, too, I had involved his lawyer, and I didn’t 
know whether his lawyer had told him or hadn’t, and he hadn’t 
mentioned it, so I just thought I’d better not, to put his lawyer on 
the spot. 

Mr. Lackritz. So, in other words, your trip to New York was 
subsequent to the time that you had contacted Mr. Griffin? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. Lackritz. Yet you decided you were still not going to tell 
Mr. Abplanalp about the money at all. 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. If Griffin had told him, he would have 
brought it up himself. 

It was just a spur of the moment thing to go up there. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, as 1 understand it, prior to the time 
that you went out to Camp David to see the President, the previous 
time that you had discussed the money with the President had 
been 

Mr. F rates. When vou say “see the President,” he was staying 
out there. 

Mr. Lackritz. To see the President at Camp David. When Mr. 
Rebozo went out to see — well, when you went out to stay at Camp 
David. 

As I understand it, Mr. Rebozo, prior to that time, you had dis- 
cussed the advisability of returning the money with the President 
in March or April, in there? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Now, the President said to you that it was ad- 
visable for you to return the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did he advise you to talk to anybody about the 
return of the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lackritz. Are you saying that he did not advise you to 
talk to anyone else ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m saying I don’t think he did. 

Mr. Lackritz. Well, would you recall specifically if the Presi- 
dent did advise you to talk to anyone about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall that he did. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you, at the request of the President, talk to 
anyone else about the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. That’s the same question, but I talked with — I 
think I told the President who I’d talked with about it. 
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Mr. Lackritz. This is when the President was discussing with 
you his advice to return the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think Bill Griffin was the first one I spoke 
to about it. I could be wrong, but I believe he was. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And Griffin had advised you to return the 
money prior to the time he talked to the President about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, and his advice was not just off the cuff, as I 
said. He said, (i Let me do something on it,” and — he was in Miami. 
As a matter of fact, he had gone to Walker’s Cay, and, as I recall, 
he flew back to Lauderdale and went to a law library or something 
and did a couple of hours research on it and advised me to return 
it. 

Mr. Lackritz. All right. Did you tell the President that you had 
discussed this matter with anyone else prior to your seeking Mr. 
Nixon’s advice about whether to return the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. 

Mr. Prates. Mr. Griffin. 

Mr. Lackritz. Other than Mr. Griffin. 

Mr. Rebozo. The chronology of something like this is very diffi- 
cult to try to piece together. It was all part of one package, and 
what went in first, I find it difficult to recall to the point that I 
can be that specific. The fact remains that once all this came about, 
I, with as much haste as possible, talked to those in whom I had 
confidence that I felt would give me good counsel. 

Mr. Lackritz. I see. And once you informed the President of the 
individuals with whom you had already consulted, did the Presi- 
dent suggest any additional individuals that you might consult? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. I take it, Mr. Rebozo, if I may just drop this in 
quickly, you didn’t talk about Mr. Gemmill with the President, 
or did you? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I talked about it with Mr. Gemmill but not with 
the President* and Mr. Gemmill. 

Mr. Lenzner. No. I mean, did you tell the President that you 
were retaining Mr. Gemmill as an attorney? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And which occasion was that, sir? 

I understand from the questioning that there were two occasions. 

Do you recall which one ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It would have been early in 

Mr. Lenzner. The first one? 

Mr. Rebozo. Possibly. 

Mr. Lenzner. If you’ve gotten into this, stop me, but how many 
total conversations did you have with President Nixon with re- 
gard to these funds? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, Terry, I’ve had so many visits — not meetings 
but visits 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I said conversations. 

Mr. Rebozo [continuing]. With the President on so many occa- 
sions that it would be impossible to suggest how much on those 
occasions this was even mentioned. Once a decision was made to 



10103 


return it, I think the President probably dismissed it from his 
mind, and that was the end of it there. He goes on to other things. 

Mr. Lenzner. So, can you approximate the number of times that 
you talked about this with the President? I take it it was more 
than two. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I can’t approximate. 

Senator Montoya. I would like to ask one question there. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. At what time did the President reach a deter- 
mination that the money should be returned to Mr. Danner? What 
was the time? 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean the date? 

Senator Montoya. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. We’ve been trying to establish that, but I believe 
that it was again in early 1973 when all this — I think all this 
happened in, you know, a very close time span. He didn’t reach a 
decision and tell me. I consulted with him about it. 

Senator Montoya. Did he take it under advisement after you 
first broached it to him? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Montoya. He made the determination immediately ? 

Mr. Rebozo. He felt that I was — I told him that I had been advised 
to return it, and he thought that was the right thing to do. 

Senator Montoya. And when did he know about this Danner 
contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. He didn’t know about it until after the 1972 elec- 
tion, Senator. I explained that to them, not perhaps as clearly as 
I wish I could, but I recall it was on a visit to Key Biscay ne after 
the election that I told him. It was one of those occasions, again, 
where I would choose a time when his mind isn’t involved in 
other things. 

Senator Montoya. And when did you advise Rose Mary Woods 
of the contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I advised her immediately after receipt of it. 

Senator Montoya. Did you tell her it was a contribution or did 
you just tell her that you had the money from Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. I told her it was a contribution from Howard 
Hughes, or from Danner, however. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, let me ask you this: Did you ever 
discuss — after your initial interview with us — did you ever dis- 
cuss the fact that the Watergate committee, Senator Ervin’s com- 
mittee had been to see you or seeking to see you about these funds 
with the President ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, I’m sure I mentioned it. 

Mr. Lenzner. And in addition, at some point did you learn that 
Mr. Cox’s office, the Special Prosecutor’s office, was also beginning 
work on this investigation? 

Mr. Rebozo. The only place I learned anything about that was 
in the newspapers, and I find it difficult to believe that he was 
working on it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, did you discuss that with the President also? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 
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Mr. Lenzner. You did learn at some point, did you not, that 
Mr. Cox’s office had obtained a disclosure agreement with the In- 
ternal Revenue Service? Weren’t you advised of that at some point? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. In other words, that they had the right to obtain 
information from the Internal Revenue Service? You never learned 
of that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. I would like to get back, if we could, to the Camp 
David meetings briefly. 

As I understand it, when you said that the President advised you 
to return the money, that was at the same time you were contacted 
by the IRS, about the same time? 

Mr. Rebozo. All of this happened within a relatively short pe- 
riod of time. 

Mr. Lackritz. As I understand it, you were interviewed by the 
IRS in early May of 1973, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. Somewhere in there, whenever it was. I thought it 
was March or April, but it could have been May, I don’t know. 

Mr. Lackritz. So in other words, it would have been only a few 
weeks prior to the May 21 date that you would have been discus- 
sing this matter with the President, is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. What’s the May 21 date? 

Mr. Lackritz. The date that you were at Camp David with Mr. 
Danner and the President, or the May 20 date — I’m not sure which 
is accurate. I just want to understand that at no time during that 
meeting with Mr. Danner or during your meeting with the Presi- 
dent was the subject of your difficulty in returning the money to 
Mr. Danner brought up in any way by anybody? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Senator, do you have any other questions 
about the Camp David meeting? 

Senator Weicker. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Terry? 

Mr. Lenzner. I assume you’ve covered how the President learned 
why Mr. Danner was in Washington? 

Mr. Frates. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzker. I have one question — again stop me if this has 
been covered. I don’t want to repeat anything. 

After the IRS called you for an interview, did vou advise any- 
body besides Mr. Ehrlichman of that? In the White House staff? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know that I advised him of that, and I don’t 
know the chronology of his telling me that, that that was going 
to happen. But I may have. 

Mr. Lenzkter. Did you tell Miss Woods that you were going to be 
interviewed by the IRS? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. We talk all the time about all kinds of 
things. Very few of these things, however, do I discuss with the 
President. We have always felt- — and Miss Woods, although she 
has been with him so long, is of the same opinion — that if there’s 
any matter that can be resolved without bothering him or involv- 
ing him, those close to him try to do it. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if Miss Woods ever discussed the 
Hughes contribution with the President? Your involvement in the 
Hughes contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m positive she didn’t. 

Senator Montoya. You say you’re positive that she did? 

Mr. Rebozo. Did not. I’ve got to quit dropping my voice. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me go back to one thing. As I understand it, 
while I was out, Mr. Rebozo, you testified about a conversation you 
did have with Mr. Ehrlichman with regard to your name coming 
up in the IRS investigation? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Ehrlichman advise you as to how he 
learned of that? 

a 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I just would assume that he would 
have friends over there, or contacts over there. It never, you know, 
really concerned me anymore than all of this investigation has 
concerned me, except for the horrendous consumption of time that 
I’ve devoted to it and the humiliation as a result of the bad media 
stories. The facts, though, no problem; I’m delighted to give them. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware that Mr. Ehrlichman was receiv- 
ing sensitive case reports from the IRS which reflected your name 
when it came up? 

Mr. Rebozo. If he was receiving them, this was the first I’ve 
heard of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. You were not aware of that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he give you any advice or ask you any ques- 
tions with regard to when he called you to tell you that they wanted 
an interview? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, as I recall, it was a very brief thing and 
Ehrlichman is the kind of fellow who didn’t linger, waste a lot of 
time. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he ask you if there was any problem involved 
in the 

Mr. Rebozo. He may have. 

Senator Weicker. In the summer of 1972, June and July of 
1972, did you have any occasion to speak w T ith either Mr. Mardian 
or Mr. LaRue? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know Mr. Mardian and if Mr. LaRue was 
at Key Biscayne, I could have spoken to him. I knew him from 
19— from previous campaigns. 

Senator Weicker. Did he ever have occasion to discuss Water- 
gate with you? Mr. LaRue? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think only in the context that we’re all, of course, 
interested in, most of which is in the press. 

Senator Weicker. Did you know of the Cubans that were in- 
volved in this matter 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Weicker [continuing]. Prior to seeing them appear in 
the media ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, Senator, I didn’t know them before nor since. 
There’s a lot of conjecture on that in the press. 
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Senator Weicker. Well, I think there’s nothing wrong with con- 
jecture. After all, you know, you’re looked up to by members of 
that community in Miami. I wouldn’t get too distressed about con- 
jecture, I’ll put it that way. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, what I was going to allude to was more than 
just conjecture. A day or two after the break-in, Jack Anderson 
announced that I w T as, implied that I was financing the Cubans, and 
since then, several stories came out that I was in real estate deals 
with them and other kinds of investments — these stories get picked 
up by fringe periodicals that will print anything and amplify it — 
that they had us in as partners and all. 

On the contrary, Sturgis is supposed to be a close friend of 
Anderson’s. But I got a lot of bad press on account of that. But 
I don’t know. 

Senator Weicker. My comments were not made in the way of — 
I didn’t even know there was such a story. But rather to try to 
tie the loose ends together insofar as any knowledge of the indi- 
viduals is concerned or any relationship with them after the break- 
in, or in the course of their various trials and relations. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. To my knowledge, I’ve never seen or met 
any of those men to this date. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Did you have a discussion at some point also with 
former Senator Smathers with regard to the $100,000 contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. Smathers 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. May I ask at what time? Before or 
after or at anv time? 

Mr. Lenzner. I would like to start with at any time. I think 
we can narrow it down. 

Mr. Frates. All right. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, no. Smathers, of course, first learned about it 
from the press. We’ve had virtually no discussion about it other 
than perhaps the dominant results. 

Mr. Lenzner. Are you saying that after it came out in the press, 
former Senator Smathers called you and said he had read it in 
the press and wanted to chat with you about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, I didn’t say that. I’m simply saying Smath- 
ers lives on Kev Biscayne. He’s a lifelong friend. He would nat- 
urally have read the stories and be concerned to a degree, and any 
discussion we had was just about what happened. Danner, coin- 
cidentally, was Smathers’ campaign manager in his first race for 
the Congress in 1946 and again in 1948, and then for the Sen- 
ate race in 1950, and they had been very, very close. So he had a 
dual reason for being interested in it. 

Mr. Lenzxter. Did he tell you that he had talked with Mr. Dan- 
ner about this matter? 

Mr. Rebozo. He could have, but I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he ever ask you whether in fact you had re- 
ceived the $100,000? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think that would have been a moot question. 
I never denied that and there was never any indication that I had. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Did he ever ask you what the reason or the pur- 
pose of the money was? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did he ever tell you that, or did you ever tell him 
that you were very upset with Danner for telling the IRS about 
the contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think I may have expressed the sentiment that 
the least Danner could have done was let me know. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s understandable. 

Mr. Rebozo. Maybe I would have returned the money a year 
sooner. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever tell Senator Smathers that your recol- 
lection of the delivery dates and the purpose of the money was 
different from Mr. Danner’s? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know when I talked with him about it, but 
Danner and I have not collaborated on any of this in any fashion. 
As I understood it, when IRS first questioned me, as I said, I was 
so confused about the dates, I didn’t know what year it was, even. 
But I did know that the first payment was made in San Clemente. 

Danner, I was told, had told that the first payment was made in 
Key Biscayne. It was subsequent to that that Danner, in checking 
his records and his expense vouchers and all, found that he had 
only made one trip to San Clemente in all these years and it was 
on July 3 and he recalled that being the first payment. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you say you recall now describing all that 
to Senator Smathers ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think that what I’m saying is, that what you 
injected into your question wmuld indicate that maybe Smathers 
and I had had a conversation with respect to the money at a time 
after Danner realized. But if we had such a conversation, it would 
have been very early, before that time, and since then, Danner has 
substantiated what I had said. There has been no collaboration of 
any kind and no discussion, no phone calls, nothing between Dan- 
ner and me since then. 

Mr. Lenzner. Also, I’m sure you’ve testified that you consulted 
with Mr. Gemmill. Did you tell Mr. Gemmill that the reason you 
held the money w r as because Danner had never given you instruc- 
tions as to how the money was to be used? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s not exactly correct. I don’t think I told Mr. 
Gemmill that. I think that that just ensued from conversations 
that we’ve had, such as we’re having now. There was never any 
question in my mind what the money was for and there has been 
plenty of conjecture about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. So your answer is that you don’t recall telling — 
you didn’t say that to Mr. Gemmill? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know how Mr. Gemmill obtained the let- 
ter that he obtained from Miss Woods with regard to her knowl- 
edge of this matter? Did you know he was doing that, by the way? 

Mr. Rebozo. I understood that IRS had requested a letter from 
her. 
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Mr. Lenzner. And it was Mr. Gemmill who then contacted some- 
body to get it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know who contacted her. I thought that the 
IRS had contacted her. 

Mr. Lenzner. You were not aware, then, that Mr. Gemmill had 
contacted the White House to get the letter? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, it was my understanding that the IRS had 
contacted her and asked her for a letter. I believe that Avas correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry, Mr. Rebozo. Go ahead. I didn’t mean 
to interrupt you. 

Mr. Rebozo. You know, she may have given Mr. Gemmill a copy 
of it or whatever. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Did she consult with you before she prepared that 
letter? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not with respect to the preparation of the letter. 
We’ve consulted, if you want to use that word, many, many times 
on numerous matters. 

Mr. Lenzxer. And I take it including the details of the $100,000, 
the fact that you still had it and all that business? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, I would say so. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Did you ever consult with Mr. Buzhardt or with 
Mr. Haig with regard to this matter? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I’ve only seen Mr. Buzhardt once in my life, 
very, very briefly. I think he was at Key Biscayne, getting off or 
on the plane. 

Mr. Haig, I’ve talked with him about any number of things and 
I consult with him because I feel that he should know what’s 
going on. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, Avhen did you first talk to General Haig 
about this, if you can recall ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably about that same period, you knoAv, the 
early part of 1973. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you call him on it or did you see him in 
person ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably srav him in person. 

Mr. Lenzner. It was at your request, I take it, or did he ask to 
see you about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I Avent in to see him. Usually Avhen I go to 
see him, I knoAv he’s busy, too, and I haA^e tAvo or three things I 
Avant to pass on for AA T hat they’re worth. 

Mr. Lenzner. And Avas anybody else present? 

Mr. Rebozo. Wasn’t this the period that the President Avas sick 
or not? I’m trying to think when he A\ 7 ent to the hospital. Was 
that in May of 1973? 

Mr. Dash. That was in the summer. That Avas July. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, that wasn’t it, then. 

Mr. Dash. Are you speaking about talking to General Haig at 
the time Avhen he had taken over as chief of staff after Haldeman 
left, or before that? I don’t know if that’s clear. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, it Avould have been after. 

Mr. Dash. After he had taken over Avhen Mr. Haldeman left? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 
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Mr. Dash. Well, that didn’t take place until after April 30. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzxer. So you placed this sometime after April 30. Do 
you remember what month it was? 

Mr. Rebozo. It would have had to be probably in May. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Do you recall if anybody else was present during 
that discussion? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t believe so. I believe that the very brief and 
periodic and few discussions that General Haig and I have are 
generally alone. I’ll sometimes stick my head in and ask the secre- 
tary if lie has anybody with him. If he has, I go on. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you tell him basically what you told us today 
with regard to your recollection of the money and its purpose? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know if I went into that much detail. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you ask him for any advice or counsel? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lexzxer. What Avas the purpose of that? Just telling him 
about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, I think that any high official’s right-hand man 
should know a lot about Avhat’s going on so that they can field the 
balls that may be thrown out of bounds or whatever. I think that’s 
probably it. I don't bother him with a lot of minutia. If I think 
there’s any area wherein he might be drawn in or might want to 
understand or might Avant the answer to in adA^ance, I try to brief 
him on it. I knoAv Iioav busy he is and I very seldom bother him. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did you have more than one conversation with 
General Haig about this? 

Mr. Rebozo. I doubt it. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did General Haig knoAv about this incident be- 
forehand and supply you with -any information about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. You mean about my having the money? 

Mr. Lex t zxer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rebozo. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Lex t zx t er. Did he advise you to return it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think that I counseled with him on that. 

Mr. Lexzxer. You discussed it with Miss Woods, the President, 
Mr. Ehrlichman, General Haig, and Mr. Garment. Was there any- 
body else at the White House that you discussed this with that 
you can think of? 

Mr. Rebozo. There were probably some, because once a determina- 
tion Avas made to return it, I had no compunction about discussing 
it Avith anybody in Avhom I had confidence. It might even shed 
some light on some aspect of it that may not have occurred to me. 
But I don’t recall who else. 

Mr. Lextzxer. You say you had talked to these people after you 
had made the decision, after the President 

Mr. Rebozo. Some of them. Some of them I got their counsel on. 
But as I say, there Avas no longer any reason to keep it a secret. 

Mr. Lex t zxer. Because you had decided to return it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, it was knoAvn that I had the money and it Avas 
knoAvn that I Avas returning it. 
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Senator Montoya. I have just one question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes, sir, surely. 

Senator Montoya. Did you at any time discuss the returning of 
the money with anyone at the Committee To Re-Elect the Presi- 
dent ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. At no time? 

Mr. Rebozo. 1 don’t think so. I think, as I told them before, I 
think I mentioned it to Kalmbach one time. I just ran into him 
there at the White House during that same period. If there was 
anyone else, I don’t recall. 

Senator Montoya. Do you recall discussing it with Mr. John 
Mitchell? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Montoya. Did you visit Mr. John Mitchell at Key Bis- 
cayne when he was down there for the political strategy session? 

Mr. Rebozo. Not during the strategy session. 

Senator Montoya. Did you during that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. Every time that the Mitchells were at Key Biscayne, 
at one time or another, I visited them. They were staying at a house 
that belongs to the bank. 

Senator Montoya. But you didn’t discuss the Hughes contribu- 
tion with him ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir, I don’t believe I ever discussed Hughes with 
Mitchell. 

Senator Montoya. Do you know whether anyone else discussed 
it with Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Senator Montoya. Thank you. 

Mr. Lenzner. How about Mr. Ziegler? Did you talk with him 
about this? , 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. He was one of the few left out, I guess. 

Let me ask you this : Does that pretty much conclude whom you 
talked with with regard to the money? Can you think of anybody 
else? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. As I said, I talked with Abplanalp’s lawyer 
but didn’t talk to Abplanalp, as close a friend as he is. But I 
can’t think of anybody else I discussed it with. 

Mr. Lenzner. What about Mr. Rose, Chapman Rose ? Did you 
discuss it with him? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know whether it was discussed on the one 
occasion that he was with Mr. Gemmill down there. I’m sure that 
he was aware of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you been over this? 

I’m sorry. Let me go on to something else, then. 

Did you discuss it with any employees or directors of the Key 
Biscayne Bank and Trust? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Frates. I think that might be misleading. When you talk 
about — in what time context? 
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Mr. Lenznkk. Prior to the time that he returned it in June of 
1973. 

Mr. Frates. As long as the record is clear on that. 

Mr. Rebozo. Only with Mr. Wakefield, who is a director 

Mr. Lenzner. No others? 

Mr. Rebozo [continuing]. Who participated in getting it back, 
but no one else. 

Mr. Lenzner. After June, you did discuss it with members of 
the bank or the board of directors? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t — I think that I didn’t discuss it at any board 
of directors’ meeting, but I think the board was all well aware of 
what was going on, and with the daily assaults on the TV and 
radio, they were getting a little flak from their wives for being 
on the board, in the beauty parlors and every place else. So I ex- 
plained the thing to them, I think just individually, so that they 
would know that nothing Avrong had been done so that at least, 
they could put their wives at ease. Because they were getting ribbed 
a lot and they Avere beginning to get a little supersensitive about the 
publicity that the bank was getting with respect to all these 
goings on. 

Mr. Lexzner. This would have been after the news disclosures, 
I think in October of 1973. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, no, it started Avhen your committee people came 
to the bank Avith television cameras to photograph their arrival 
and appeared and put it on ABC. That was very early in the 
matter. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did you ever have occasion to discuss this with 
J ames Golden, the $100,000 contribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; I did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Noav, did you tell us last time and today again, 
you mentioned that you ran into Mr. Kalmbach. Can you tell us 
Avhere you ran into him and what the discussion was? 

Mr. Frates. I have no objection, but Ave’ve been over that in de- 
tail. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. Ran into him where, when? 

Mr. Lenzner. Today? 

Mr. Frates. Not today, no, but Ave Avere here yesterday. I think 
in the 2 days, Ave’ve spent 1 day and 1 day asking the questions 
again. We’re not objecting, but I just 

Mr. Leazner. We have not, I’m sure, except for Mr. Rebozo’s 
statement, we haven’t. I have my notes and I knoAv Ave haven’t 

Mr. Frates. I’m telling you Ave did discuss it yesterday. But go 
ahead. 

Mr. Dash. There Avas a discussion yesterday of giving Kalmbach 
money 

Mr. Frates. No, no, the discussion was — but let’s go, we’re wast- 
ing more time with my talking. 

Mr. Lenzner. Can you tell us where and when that was? 

Mr. Rebozo. Kalmbach avrs one of those whose judgment I 
sought, I think, about returning the money. 

Mr. Lexzxkr. Where and Avhen did you see him? 
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Mr. Rebozo. In the White House. I was over in the West Wing 
and ran into him over there. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry, Mr. Rebozo. I take it that when you say 
“you consulted him,’ 7 you didn’t seek him out for that, but since 
you ran into him, you asked for his judgment? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. On whether you should or should not return the 
money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Kalmbach and I — that wasn’t the only reason 
I wanted to talk with him. We had the other interests in Cali- 
fornia that he was handling, property that Abplanalp and I 
owned. There might have been some other things, but I also asked 
for his judgment on this. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think you told us that before, too. I believe you 
told us also that you met him, you ran into him on the morning 
of April 30, 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. We recalled, I think, that it was the day that 
the President was at Camp David and Haldeman and Ehrlich - 
man left that day. That’s how we can pinpoint that. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you explain to him again that you had 
received the funds and that you had kept them and why you kept 
them ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I passed over that. 

Mr. Lenzner. And I take it you did tell him you kept it be- 
cause you were asking for his judgment on whether you should 
return them or not? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ask him to do anything other than giv- 
ing you his judgment at that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever discuss with him again the $100,000 
contribution from Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I’ve seen very little of him. That 
may be the last time I saw him. 

Mr. Dash. Did vou tell us what recommendation he did make? 

i/ 

Mr. Rebozo. He thought I should give it back. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think you told us also that you had had a prior 
conversation with Mr. Kalmbach with regard to — that he had come 
to you at some point — it’s not clear from the notes of the prior in- 
terview' — that he had come to you and asked you at some other 
prior time whether Mr. Hughes, the Hughes people had given a 
contribution in the past. Do you recall that? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I think he did ask the question and I think I 
simply told him yes, they had. 

Mr. Lenzner. And had you told him — so he knew before this 
meeting that you had received the money in the past? 

Mr. Rebozo. He didn’t ask and I didn’t offer that the money 
hadn’t been turned in. His question w T as simply, “Did Howard 
Hughes contribute?” and I said “yes.” 

Mr. Dash. When w y as this time ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, this was way back. 

Mr. Dash. 1972? 
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Mr. Rebozo. One of the California visits where I saw him. 

Mr. Frates. Excuse me. I think for clarification, you’re talking 
about, did they contribute in 1968? 

Mr. Rebozo. We’re talking about the contribution. 

Mr. Frates. In 1968? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Frates. Before. 

Mr. Rebozo. He asked me if he contributed. 

Mr. Dasii. That isn’t clear. That he contributed in 1968? 

Mr. Frates. That’s what he asked him, and that’s what he said, 
but I think from the question you did not understand that answer. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Senator Montoya. During what year was the discussion? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was when Kalmbach was — I don’t think 
he was making collections, he was lining up commitments. So it 
was probably 1969 or 1970. 

Senator Montoya. Well, why would you interpret his question 
as referring to a time prior to 1968? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t say prior. I think his question was did he 
contribute in 1968. 

Mr. Frates. The 1968 campaign. 

Senator Montoya. Specifically? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Frates. He was looking for prospects, Senator. 

Senator Montoya. All right. 

Mr. Lenzner. You talked, I think, to Mr. Kalmbach sometime in 
October or November of 1973. Did he ever advise you of those dis- 
cussions ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. I don’t know. I don’t think 
I’ve seen Kalmbach — yes, I did see him once in California since 
that meeting we just referred to. That simply had to do with the 
grounds, the Presidential grounds out there, certain repairs that 
needed to be made and so on. 

Mr. Lenzner. There was no discussion on that occasion about 
the Hughes contribution of $100,000? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m sorry, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. You told him, then, on April 30 that, basically 
that you had retained the same funds that had been given to you 
previously. Did you tell him when you had received those funds — 
Mr. Kalmbach, on April 30? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. Actually, at that time, I wasn’t even sure when 
I had received them. That was established later. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you did tell him that they were the same 
funds and von wanted to know what to do about it? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Again, stop me if I’m asking this again. Have you 
gone over the return of the money to Mr. Griffin, when you ac- 
tually gave him the funds? 

Mr. Frates. Yes. 
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Mr. Lenzner. That has been covered? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. There was one specific question that I don’t think 
was covered. I’ll just ask it briefly. Did Mr. Gemmill ask you to 
bring this money up to his office after you met with him the first 
time? Is that correct? 

Mr. Rebozo. After I met with Mr. Gemmill? 

Mr. Lackritz. Yes. He asked you to bring the actual money 

Mr. Rebozo. He didn’t precisely ask me to bring it. It was a 
question of trying to determine how it would be returned. 

Mr. Lackritz. But at some point, Mr. Gemmill did request you 
to bring the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. So then you went to your box and I think we did 
go through the other individuals who were there during the count- 
ing ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. And I think at that time, you took out the same 
identical bills that had been given to you by Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lackritz. And you took them up to Philadelphia to Mr. 
Gemmill’s office ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lackritz. At that time, did you attempt to give them to Mr. 
Gemmill ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I testified earlier today that I was under the im- 
pression that Mr. Davis would be there to accept it. That’s why 
my cover letter with the inventory of the bills was addressed to 
Mr. Davis. But I didn’t know until I had arrived at his office that 
Davis had been delayed in California and couldn’t get back for 
several days. So Mr. Gemmill had made the arrangements to de- 
liver the money to him in New York, and somehow or other the 
conversation evolved around — I don’t think he wanted to have it 
around his place. But somehow or other — maybe I suggested it or 
whatever — since I was going to New York anyway, we would let 
Bill Griffin, who already knew about it, hold it until Davis came 
a couple of days later and turned it over to him. 

Mr. Lackritz. But did you try to give the money to Mr. Gem- 
mill and Mr. Gemmill told you to take it up to Ncav York? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know how that came about. I may have 
suggested, look, I’m going to leave it here, and he may have sug- 
gested, take it to New York. Then we came about the thought of 
letting some trusted person, who already knew about it, since he 
lived in New York, handle it, and since he’s a director and general 
counsel for a bank. 

Mr. Lackritz. OK. Now, where specifically, in terms of location, 
did you turn over the actual funds to Mr. Griffin? 

Mr. Rebozo. I turned them over to him at his bank. 

Mr. Lackritz. Inside his bank or outside? 

Mr. Rebozo. I believe it was inside the bank. 

Mr. Lackritz. And that was the last time you saw the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 
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Mr. Lackritz. Did you call anybody after you turned the money 
over to Mr. Griffin to tell them that you had, in fact, gotten rid 
of the money? For example, did you call President Nixon? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you call Mr. Danner? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lackritz. Did you call Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. No, I’m sure that it was just on another visit that 
I related that. 

Mr. Frates. To the President, you’re talking about? 

Mr. Rebozo. To anyone. 

Mr. Frates. That’s the context of his previous testimony. 

Mr. Dash. There is a question in my mind about the return to 
Mr. Griffin. Did you clear that area now? 

Mr. Lackritz. I have. 

Mr. Dasti. I think you have indicated, Mr. Rebozo, that you 
sought Mi*. Griffin’s advice on whether to return the money. I un- 
derstand the record shows that you said Mr. Griffin actually did 
some research? 

Mr. Rebozo. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Dash. And that he advised you to return the money? 

Mr. Rebozo. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Dash. What was the issue, as you understood it, that he was 
researching, and what did he base his advice on? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, of course, I’m not a lawyer. 

Mr. Dash. I don’t want you to give me a legal answer, but just 
your assumption on the question. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think what he was trying to do was protect me, 
and I think what he was trying to ascertain was whether or not I 
would have any IRS liability on it, and how best to divest my- 
self of any such potential liability were there some. 

Mr. Dash. But then the advice you were getting from Mr. Griffin 
had tax implications, rather than anything to do with whether 
or not it was wise to hold onto the money because it was from 
Hughes, or that if there was a flare-up in Hughes, that the matter 
might become known, that this was a Hughes contribution to the 
President ? 


Mr. Rebozo. No, I’m sure that Mr. Griffin was interested in my 
best interests in the overall picture. We’re good friends, he’s a 
brilliant attorney, and he’s a fine, honorable person. I’m assuming 
that the research he did had to do with taxes, but I don’t know. 
The reason that I assume that, is that he didn’t give me an off- 
the-cuff opinion; he indicated what he thought his opinion would 
be, but he said he wanted to research a little bit, and he did, and 
told me that definitely, I should return it. 

Mr. Dash. Did you raise the question with him, whether or not 
there had been any problem of your turning this money over to 
the finance committee? Is that an issue that you raised with him 
or had you already made up your mind that you were not going to 
do that? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. By then the finance committee was in trouble, 
weren’t they? 
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Mr. Dash. Well, actually, it appeared that the first time you 
began to consider these issues of return was when you were also 
being notified by the Internal Revenue Service that there were 
questions being raised and they were going to talk to you. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. And the tax issues were being raised. Not yours per- 
sonally, but 

Mr. Rebozo. Let me emphasize that my consternation wasn’t 
motivated by tax implications involving me. Again, I still was 
concerned about embarrassment to the administration principally, 
that here was a possibility that we get another Drew Pearson-type 
series about Hughes money and it goes on and on. It would break 
him forever. It never even occurred to me that I had any tax 
problems. I was custodian of some funds. They hadn’t been touched. 
They were sitting there. I hadn’t spent them, I hadn’t done any- 
thing with them. 

Mr. Dash. So the only question Mr. Griffin was researching for 
you was how to best turn it over so as not to raise any tax impli- 
cations ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think it was whether I should turn them over 
and how it should be done in order to avoid embarrassment. 

Mr. Lexzner. Following Mr. Dash’s questions, did these individ- 
uals that you consulted with — Mr. Haig, Mr. Garment, Mr. Ehr- 
lichman, Griffin, Kalmbach, and so forth — did you discuss with 
them the issue of whether the funds had been used or not? 

Mr. Rebozo. That w T as no issue. They had not been used. I still had 
the funds. 

Mr. Lenzner. So the answer is no, you never discussed that with 
any of those individuals ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzner. One question that I guess wasn’t asked. When you 
were with the President and Mr. Danner at Camp David, was Mr. 
Sanchez or any other individual present during any of those dis- 
cussions? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think Sanchez brought in coffee and he never — 

Mr. Lexzner. He didn’t overhear any of the conversation? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, they come and go. 

Mr. Lexzner. I was going to get into another area. 

Mr. Frates. What area is that, Terry? 

Mr. Lenzner. One thing I wanted to ask you about was — there 
was a newspaper article recently, and since we didn’t know about this, 
it couldn’t have come from us, regarding a conversation with A. D. 
Davis, I think it was. 

Mr. Rebozo. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Lexzner. I don’t know whether that newspaper article is ac- 
curate or not. I just wanted to ask you, did you receive a cash con- 
tribution from A. D. Davis ? 

Mr. Rebozo. What does the article say ? 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t have it with me. I saw the article in Mr. 
Anderson’s column, so I thought I would ask. 

Mr. Frates. When was this? 

Mr. Lenzner. The article? 
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Mr. Frates. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. It was supposed to be for the 1972 campaign. 

Mr. Frates. What was it made on? 

Mr. Lenzner. I don’t know. Do you recall a contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall when you got it? 

Mr. Rerozo. Yes, Davis made a contribution before the deadline, 
the April 7 deadline. 

Mr. Lenzner. In cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. How much was it? When was that? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was purported to be $50,000. I never saw the inside 
of it. I just turned it in. 

Mr. Lenzner. You received it on April 6? 

Mr. Rebozo. I guess it was the 4th or 5th. I think it was 2 or 3 
days before the deadline. 

Mr. Lenzner. And it was cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. Supposed to be. 

Mr. Frates. He said he didn’t see it. 

Mr. Dash. Was it in an envelope? 

Mr. Rebozo. A big envelope. 

Mr. Lenzner. What did you do with it after you received it? 

Mr. Rebozo. I called the finance office and turned it in. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you mail it up to them or 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, they sent someone down to get it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you remember who came down to pick it up? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Yes, Fred LaRue came down and picked it up. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you give him anything else besides that en- 
velope ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. And you did not open the envelope yourself? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. You contacted Mr. Davis and asked him for a con- 
tribution ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, the way it came about was that Davis had made a 
contribution in 1968 through me, and the way it came up was the 
State chairman, the State finance chairman for the 1972 campaign, 
lives in J acksonville where Davis’ headquarters are. He had ap- 
proached Davis for a contribution. Davis had said they wanted to 
give it through me. So that’s what he did. 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s A. D. Davis of the Winn-Dixie Co., is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. The Davises have always — they have about 900 
supermarkets in a lot of cities. I recall some years ago they made 
contributions to a Governor’s race and got a lot of bad publicity about 
it, so ever since then, my understanding is that they just pay them- 
selves big enough salaries every year to make their contributions in 
cash. It’s very apparent why, because if they’re identified as being 
a big contributor, they’re going to be besieged with every office- 
holder in every city they operate in and every councilman, everyone 
else. He is, incidentally, a Democrat, and I think he gave money to 
the other side, too. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. He was covering all his bets. 
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Mr. Rebozo. They have to do it, I guess. 

Mr. Lenzner. Was this money from Mr. Davis personally, or from 
his conglomerate of people? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, from what I understand, he and his brothers each 
year do this. They pay themselves salaries— ever since they had the 
problem some — it must have been 20 years ago, about contributions, 
they’ve handled their political activities in this fashion, from what 
I understand. They — I think there are 4 brothers, and they went in 
business in Miami originally with 1 little store and they now own 
the Winn-Dixie and Kwik-Chik chain of about 900 stores. 

They are very, very highly respected people, highly regarded. I 
want to dispel the idea that seems to be prevalent among those who 
aren’t involved in. politics; when you talk about cash, right away, 
people think there is something nefarious. But there are many rea- 
sons for people to give cash. They may give to both sides and they 
don’t want the other side to know it. At this time, it was perfectly 
legitimate and legal, according to the — before April 7 to make a con- 
tribution. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you receive any other cash contributions? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, just minor ones. I think like $10 or $20. I recall 
getting one check from a poor old lady for $10. It was all wrinkled 
up and she said she was so anxious to help this President that she 
took this out of her tithing money. So I sent that up so that it would 
get special attention, maybe get a letter for her or something like 
that. 

Mr. Lenzner. If I can sum up in two questions, now, just about 
everything we’ve been focusing on 

Mr. Frates. For 2 days in two questions? 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Frates, if you can just wait a second. In sum, 
you’re testifying that at no time was the money that Hr. Danner 
delivered to you ever used on behalf of any other individuals? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. And at no time did you ever make that statement 
or say that you used it on behalf of any other individuals ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s to the best of my understanding and knowledge. 

Mr. Lenzner. And obviously, if you hadn’t used it, you wouldn’t 
have told people that you had used it? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. I would like to get on now to some other areas. 

Mr. Dash. These are not lengthy, Mr. Frates. 

Mr. Frates. I’m not rushing him, just so we don’t repeat. 

Mr. Dash. I’m also interested in finishing it. 

Mr. Lenzner. If I start repeating, stop me. Do you recall having 
discussions with Mr. Danner with regard to the employment of a 
Johnny Meier, M-e-i-e-r, by the Hughes Tool Co.? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, we went over that pretty thoroughly during our 
previous 

Mr. Frates. He has the right to ask that. This is under oath. 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t want to go into that, that thoroughly. I just 
wanted to point that out so those who weren’t present at the time 
can check your records on it. Johnny Meier — I think I’ve met him 
one time, and I had heard through Danner and Maheu that he was 
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suspected of fraudulent mine claims or something to that effect. They 
felt that he was buying abandoned mine claims and selling them to 
Hughes for a much higher price. And there were other factors in- 
volved. He was, as I said before, very patronizing to Don Nixon and, 
as I’ve said before, I don’t think Don Nixon is dishonest; I think 
he’s very naive. And I was concerned, again, about the possibility of 
some more embarrassment, such as he had showered on the President 
in 1960 and 1962, because of the Hughes loan then, and from the 
things that they were telling me, why, I just didn’t think that addi- 
tionally, that Don Nixon should be consorting socially and otherwise 
with a representative of Hughes Tool Co. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did you so advise Mr. Danner and ask him 
to 


Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner [continuing]. Ask him to make sure that that rela- 
tionship didn’t continue? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 


Mr. Lenzner. Did you later learn after that conversation with 
Mr. Danner of a meeting between Mr. Meier and Mr. Donald Nixon ? 
Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 


Mr. Lenzner. You know what I’m referring to? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, you’re talking about the airport 

Mr. Lenzner. Exactly. 

_ _ . V 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Yes, I understood that they were seen and photo- 
graphed there at the airport together after they were not supposed 
to be consorting with each other. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall hearing from an individual at the 
White House that — advising you that the meeting in fact was going 
on right at that time and asking you to find out if, in fact, it was? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. Someone called me, but I don’t really remember 
who it was. 

Mr. Lenzner. From the White House? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. 

Mr. Lenzner. Telling you that in fact, the meeting between Mr. 
Meier and Mr. Donald Nixon 

Mr. Rebozo. At the airport right then. Someone took their picture.. 
I don’t know how that was engineered. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall if that phone call was from Mr. Ehr- 
lichman ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Could have been. I don’t recall, you know, for sure. 

Mr. Lenzner. And do you recall whether the information of the 
meeting was obtained from physical surveillance by the Secret 
Service ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know how it was obtained. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you call Danner and ask him to check it out? 

Mr. Rebozo. I sure did. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he get back to you on that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think later, he told me that it was true, that they 
were photographed. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you forward that information on to anybody, 
to Mr. Ehrlichman at the White House or others? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, if Ehrlichman was the one who told me, I 
wouldn’t have any occasion to tell him. I don’t think so. Certainly 
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not the President. These are the kinds of things that we all kept 
from the President, because there was nothing he could do about it 
and we were hoping that the matter could be handled properly 
otherwise. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you discuss that subject with Rose Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. 

_ _ # t/ # 

Mr. Lenzner. Did she have — did Miss Woods have any responsi- 
bility for Donald Nixon and his activities? 

Mr. Rebozo. Rose? 

Mr. Lenzner. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. She shared the sentiment of 
those of us close to the family. Many families have relatives they 
would like to keep in the closet for awhile now and then, but I’m 
not saying — I don’t mean to say this derogatorily about Don, be- 
cause I want to repeat, I really just feel that he’s overly endowed 
with naivete. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you ever had any financial transactions with 
him, by the way, Mr. Rebozo? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Never furnished him any money or— — 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you, after that incident at the Orange County 
Airport, ask that Mr. Meier be terminated? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that was the whole objective. I think that they 
were trying to terminate him all the time because of these appre- 
hensions they had about mining claims, of which I know nothing. 
But as I understand it, Hughes doesn’t terminate a lot of people. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever have written communications with Mr. 
Danner with regard to Mr. Meier? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have, but I don’t — I don’t know. If I had, it 
would probably have been in that file. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever ask him to send you any information 
on Mr. Meier? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. I think we had a very clear under- 
standing about my feeling about Mr. Meier, and I believe the feeling 
was mutual. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware of the fact that the IRS was doing a 
tax audit on Mr. Meier, also? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever learn whether the White House had 
requested investigative files on Mr. Meier from agencies? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me show you what has previously been marked 
as Danner exhibit 15* in an executive session of December 19, 1973. 

Mr. Dash. Letter to whom ? 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s a letter from Mr. Danner, I believe, to Mr. 
Rebozo, dated November 11, 1969. 

Mr. Rebozo. They could have sent some news releases. I wouldn’t 
have any occasion to file them. So I don’t know anything about it. 
I don’t even remember — was that after Meier’s separation? 

Mr. Lenzner. You don’t recall receiving that letter, though, Mr. 
Rebozo ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t remember the letter. 'What it may have 
been — I recall one incident when they were trying to apparently 
figure out a way to get rid of Meier, and he kept cropping up with 
Don Hughes in different places 

Mr. Frates. Don Nixon. 

Mr. Rebozo. Don Nixon, I’m sorry. I recall that at one time, he 
was supposed to have gone to the opening of— I think it was Caesar’s 
Palace, and they had adjoining tables, so they weren’t together. That 
may have been what the news article that he sent me was about. 

Mr. Lexzxer. The letter refers also to a memorandum on the same 
subject, “which I discussed with you.” Do you recall what that mem- 
orandum was? 

Mr. Rebozo. It must have had to do do with his zeal for publicity. 
He had told — Danner had told me that this fellow loved publicity 
and he Avas actually a geologist, I think. And he has travelled with 
Nixon, as I understand it, one time to Europe and one time to the 
Dominican Republic. 

Mr. Frates. This is Donald? 

Mr. Rebozo. Don Nixon, and it may have been some clipping like 
that, and if it were, I could have very easily folded the memo and 
the pictures up and sent them to Ehrlicliman. I don’t know. I could 
have. I don’t know. Meier, you know — there’s really nothing I can 
tell you about Meier that would assist in this investigation, I don’t 
believe, because I hardly know him and I’ve told you everything that 
I know. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, were you aware that Don Nixon was under 
electronic surveillance at any time before it came out in the news 
media? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, not until I read it in the paper. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did the presence of Donald Nixon and Johnny 
Meier in New York, have anything to do with your refusing the 
Hughes contribution initially ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I read that also. I’m sure it didn’t. It would have 
added to my rationale. So I have no reason to say I don’t think it 
does, unless it did. But I had — I think at that time, I knew nothing 
about Johnny Meier and I had no reason to. At that time, Danner 
wasn’t even with Hughes, so I couldn’t have even learned about 
Meier and his relationship. The name, “Johnny Meier,” I think at 
first rang a bell because several administrations back, there was a 
wheeler-dealer John Myer. This fellow’s name is spelled differently, 
a different person. 

Senator Moxtoya. He was also a Hughes boy. 

Mr. Rebozo. Was he? 

Senator Moxtoya. Yes. 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t know that. 

Mr. Lexzxer. I’ve given Mr. Frates a copy of exhibit 12* that you 
furnished us, Mr. Rebozo. 

Mr. Frates. This came out of our file, so the Senator understands. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Gan you tell us who Mr. Bird is and what that 
refers to? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. I hadn’t seen Bird in years. I wouldn’t know him 
if he walked in this room now. But I remember years ago, he was — 
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I think he worked in Senator Smathers’ office. I think he was a young, 
bright fellow there. I remember this letter, and he was suggesting 
that we get Danner into the campaign and Danner was doing too well 
to make any move. I don’t think I even spoke to him about it, but 
I would have know T n that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Turning to another subject very briefly 

Mr. Frates. You’d better get these back. 

Mr. Lenzner. I take it at some point, you learned that this News- 
day magazine in 1971 was conducting an investigation and — I don’t 
know if you describe it as an investigation, but they were planning 
on writing a series of articles on you. Do you recall that, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir, I recall that vividly, because I first heard of 
it in February, that they were going to do a story for the October 
issue, and I wondered why in the world are they down here now? 
They had six men down there, spent 6 months, and the first tipoff 
I had about them was from somebody in the courthouse, whom, I 
don’t even know to this day. But they contacted someone who they 
knew was a friend of mine and told me these people were down 
there and they had a surly way about them and they were asking a 
lot of questions, and they were digging up every record that I had. 
This went on for weeks and weeks and weeks and they were concerned, 
because they even had many — many of the records were stored in 
the warehouse some distance away. They even went back there. 

They got the records of my divorce in 1949 and they went through 
every land purchase and every transaction I had ever had, and they, 
by their own admission, conducted over 400 interviews with everyone 
even remotely connected with me. And they came up with this bunch 
of tripe that I would say was about 2 percent accurate. 

Mr. Lenzner. I can understand your concern about that matter. 
Did you discuss this investigation and pending article with anyone 
in the mite House ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Probably. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall who you might have discussed that 
with — the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. That’s the kind of thing we never 
bothered him with. And he doesn’t read the papers, anyway. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I don’t think so. I know what you’re getting at, 
that possibly, somehow or other, I had triggered an investigation 
on one of their reporters. But that’s not the case. I made no request 
of any kind, nor would I. And after what T’ve been going through 
with IRS, I would never do it to my worst enemy, regardless. 

Mr. Lenzner. You were not aware, then, that an audit had been 
ordered on some of the reporters on Newsday? 

Mr. Rebozo. I read in the paper that one of the reporters had 

Mr. Lenzner. But weren’t aware of that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I read in the papers that one of the reporters had 
them investigate a previous year’s tax return, a routine audit. 

Contrarywise, they didn’t have IRS men, they had intelligence, 
fraud men on me, and still are. They have four of them there, five 
of them sometimes. They conducted 3 years, every corporation and 
partnership that I’ve been involved in for 3 years. They’ve seen 
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every check I’ve ever written, and any one of these companies, 
they’ve seen every statement, every deposit slip, they’ve tracked 
everything down. They came back in September and said, “There’s 
no wrongdoing, we’ve found no wrongdoing.” 

So we asked them, “File your report,” and they said they would 
file it by the 1st of October. Then they didn’t, so we asked them 
again and they said, “Well, we’re going to wait for Watergate 
to end.” So you have an idea why I’ve tried to be as cooperative as 
I could be by handing you my whole soul and my life to review and 
try to get this miserable nightmare behind me. 

There are many, many other considerations and I know it doesn’t 
bother you people, but it bothers me in a community that I’ve spent 
my entire life in. I’m the youngest of nine children and my 97- 
year-old mother sees my picture on television or sees something in 
the paper that’s bad; they all worry. I just hope that when this is 
over, assuming that you give me a clean bill of health, that I’ll get 
some sort of a strong statement to that effect. Because it has affected 
our deposits by about $7 million. It affected our profit at the bank 
last year by approximately $270,000. We had 900-some accounts 
closed in the last 6 months of last year, most of which can be at- 
tributed to this. It’s the first year in the 10-year history of the bank 
that we didn’t increase 30 to 35 percent. Our deposits were actually 
below the previous year. I don’t want to bore you all with my 
personal problems, but I just want to emphasize the anxiety that 
I have to bring this thing to a conclusion and hopefully, this will 
do it. Even though in the middle of October, we met there with 
Terry and he said if we turned these checks over to Bellino and let 
him go through them and all, and doesn’t find anything, we’ll end 
this thing. So a week later, we met again and Terry said, “We’ve 
found no evidence to indicate that we need to call you to Washing- 
ton, and everything looks good.” But I’m still here and I hope that 
I’m not just turning the stretch. I hope that we’re winding it up. 

Mr. Dash. We’re winding it up. We’re winding it up, one, be- 
cause Senator Montoya knows we’re also winding up ourselves. 
We’re closing the investigation. I hope we’ll be able to make what- 
ever findings we can from the evidence. It’s in our interest and that 
of the committee, and I speak for the committee as well as the 
staff, that we make findings of, not of culpability, but of nonculpa- 
bility. We enjoy that more. 

Mr. Rebozo. I think so. 

Mr. Dash. But no time in any of this investigation has anybody 
on the staff or the committee been out to get anybody. 

Mr. Frates. I disagree with that, Mr. Dash, since you’ve said it, 
because we have evidence that the staff has made the statement, 
“We’re going to get the whole damned crowd.” 

Mr. Dash. I saw that epiote, but I 

Mr. Frates. No, sir, that Bellino and Armstrong have indicated 
a paranoid investigation technique, and I submit to you that they 
have been out to get 

Senator Montoya. I would like to know who they said that to. 

Mr. Frates. All right, sir, it’s published in the paper, and we’ll 
furnish you affidavits for that. 
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Mr. Dash. I’ve seen that quote, but I don’t know who it is at- 
tributed to. 

Mr. Frates. In the early stages of it. 

Senator Montoya. Let me get the record' straight. 

We of the committee have met with the staff. Every policy de- 
cision which has been made has passed the committee unanimously, 
except one, when the vote drew political lines. Now, we have not 
badgered any witnesses. I hope you will go out of here convinced 
that we have been as courteous as anybody could be with a witness 
or with his attorney. 

Mr. Frates. Couldn’t ask for more. 

Senator Montoya. We’re more concerned with doing justice and 
getting at the truth than with trying to find anybody guilty of 
anything. That’s all we want. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I have no reservations. I think that the 
Watergate, the total picture, has been very helpful to this country. 
I supported it, Mr. Rebozo has supported it. I think he has per- 
sonal things. I do feel, and I wasn’t going to say anything about it 
until Mr. Dash did, I feel and Mr. Rebozo and everybody in his 
office has indicated, I think every one of these Senators, we couldn’t 
have asked for better treatment. I think the whole proceedings, as 
I’ve watched it on TV. But I did feel maybe sometimes overzealous 
investigators — I’m an active Democrat, Senator, so this is no parti- 
san thing with me. It doesn’t make any difference. We’re out for 
justice, too. But I do believe that we have done irreparable harm 
to Mr. Rebozo. I hope lie’s going to be able to recoup it. That might 
be tough, because he has been involved in it. 

With that, I’ll stop. But there has never been any question in our 
mind. 

I will say that Mr. Dash has been extremely cooperative with us. 
Any time that my partner, Alan Greer, and I have gone to him, 
we have seemed to work out the problems. 

Primarily, Terry Lenzner and our staff have attempted to work 
out the problems. But I say to you, sir, that Armstrong and Bellino 
bring no credit to the Senate of the United States, in my opinion. 

Mr. Bellino. I resent that. 

Senator Montoya. I would like to know if they have overstepped 
the bounds of propriety in investigative work. I would like to know 
the details of it, because that has not been the policy of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Frates. I know, sir. 

Senator Montoya. We don’t want any of the employees to do that. 
In fact, in the spirit of fairness, I was going to ask at the conclu- 
sion that Mr. Rebozo make his own statement and say anything 
into the record, because this might be spread publicly. He has that 
privilege under our rules, as you know. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Montoya. Certainly, we don’t want you to go out with 
the feeling that we’re badgering Mr. Rebozo or even that those who 
are investigating the factual situation have any authority in the 
committee to do that. We want to know. 

Mr. Frates. Senator, one of the incidents that happened here, to 
show, Mr. Rebozo had a nephew who got into some minor criminal 
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activity 3 or 4 years ago, paid a lawyer some $700, the president of 
our Dade County Bar. They investigated — I don’t know which one, 
it slips me now. After seeing all checks, goes over there, calls him 
about it, asks him about it when they were trying to check out 
$100,000. It was just constant repetition of things of this nature. 

Mr. Rebozo. Mr. Bellino called the president of one of the banks 
that I had borrowed money from and questioned the wisdom of 
the loan. 

Mr. Bellino. That’s absolutely not true. 

Senator Montoya. Go ahead. 

Off the record. 

'Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Dash. Back on the record. 

Again, I don’t need to make a defense or a charge. I think we 
have made a statement. I think one thing I have asked of our staff is 
to have — and I would ask for — an aggressive investigation. We have 
had this responsibility. I understand that at times, an aggressive 
investigation can be understood to go beyond that by one who is 
the subject of it. Nobody likes to be under investigation. We who 
have had the responsibility of conducting this investigation do not 
find it pleasant to bring into or probe into private matters. But 
we have a responsibility and we’re going through it. 

I know that, for instance, Mr. Bellino, who has had a long record 
of public service and an excellent record for the Senate, is a very 
thorough investigator who seeks — and Mr. Frates, I would agree 
with you that at times, under the law, he might seek more than he 
would be entitled to under the law, but he does it in accordance 
with what he considers to be his responsibilitv. 

have known and worked with Mr. Armstrong throughout this 
investigation. I’ve known him to be a man of integrity but a very 
tough investigator. 

We felt during this period of a year, that in order for us to get 
the facts, we had to have people go out and pry and probe and get 
information. Investigation at all times — I’m sure Mr. Frates knows 
as a good trial lawyer and experienced lawyer, we all know that 
investigation isn’t necessarily the most pleasant thing to do. 

Mr. Frates. Mr. Dash, we appreciate, we could argue this thing. 
It just so happened that Senator Ervin was down making an ad- 
dress at the University of Miami Law School. He said the leaks 
in the Senate committee staff are like a sieve. 

Mr. Dash. He probably didn’t say leaks of the staff* he said 
leaks out of the committee. 

Mr. Frates. But really, I’m sure Mr. Rebozo appreciates what 
the Senators have done and we didn’t expect anything else but from 
a Senator. 

Senator, when you walk in this room, you or any one of the other 
Senators, I stand up and Mr. Rebozo stands up. That is the way we 
feel about a U.S. Senator. That is the way we feel about the Presi- 
dency, the office of the thing. We want to cooperate and conclude it. 

Mr. Dash. Can we now, as quickly as w r e can, proceed to the 
closing questions? 

Mr. Armstrong. I have no other questions. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Going back to the Newsday problem, I didn’t get 
quite — did you know whether an IRS audit had been requested by 
the White House on one of the Newsday’s reporters? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t know it; no. I’ve read it in the newspapers. 

Mr. Lenzner. But nobody advised you of that except what you 
read in the newspapers? 

Mr . Rebozo. No; and I’ve wondered who ordered my audit. The 
White House may have ordered it. Mine is more than an audit. It’s 
a criminal investigation of 3 years. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you seek to obtain from anybody at the White 
House, or have them obtain, any information with regard to News- 
day or Newsday articles? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware that, in fact, an attempt was made 
to obtain information with regard to those news articles? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m not aware of it now. 

Mr. Lenzner. May I have this marked as an exhibit today? 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo ex- 
hibit No. 15, for identification. 1 ] 

Mr. Lenzner. It’s a memorandum from Mr. Caulfield to Mr. Dean 
dated September 10, 1971, and it’s subject is “Newsday Article.” 

I’m particularly interested in item C, for example. It says: 

A trusted member of the newspaper’s staff has stated that heavy outside 
pressure is being exerted to uncover the details of the story before publica- 
tion. This pressure is independent of the efforts being programed from my office. 

Mr. Rebozo. I know nothing about it, Terry, but I tell you, one 
thing I’m really graced with is a lot of friends. I’m very proud that 
one of them would have made that effort to try to find something 
out. 

Mr. Dash. I don’t think the record shows what that memo is. 
You identified the memo and who it’s from. 

Mr. Lenzner. It will be part of the record. 

Mr. Frates. It’s from Jack Caulfield to Mr. Dean. I don’t see 
why it’s relevant. 

Mr. Lenzner. I was trying to refresh Mr. Rebozo’s recollection. 

Mr. Rebozo. No, sir; but as I said, I wouldn’t wish this on any- 
one. The kind of investigation I’m getting, as I said, is not a routine 
investigation like this fellow Green got, or O’Brien or anybody else. 
My accountants are Horwith & Horwith, one of the large firms. 
Every partner there says they have never seen an investigation in 
depth as much as this one is. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, did you ever suggest to anybody at 
the White House that the Newsday articles were being financed 
actually by the Kennedy Foundation? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let me have this marked as an exhibit. 

Mr. Frates. I have a hard time seeing where this is relevant or 
material. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 16, for identification. 2 ] 


1 See p. 10177. 

2 See p. 10178. 
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Mr, Frates. We’re talking about an article written against Mr, 
Rebozo after some investigation. I don’t, see what that has anything 
to do with the resolution of the question. 

Mr. Dash. We have already had in the record in the first phase 
the use of certain agencies of the Government 

Senator Montoya. I remember that. 

Mr. Dash. That created an atmosphere which the committee has 
already ruled on in our resolution, as to the use of IRS, and the 
committee has been investigating, not just from Mr. Rebozo but 
the question of enemies lists as well as other types of abuse of agency 
powers of this nature. Therefore, the committee has a ruling on this. 

Mr. Rebozo. Let me answer that question in this way, Mr. Dash. 

I have been privileged over all these years to have been acquainted 
with a number of wonderful, wonderful people in the Senate and 
House. Today, Stuart Symington is a dear friend of mine; Russell 
Long is one of my dear friends, both of them over some 20 years. Spes- 
sard Holland was one of my friends. Smathers I went to school with 
from the fourth grade. Dick Russell was a good friend of mine. I 
could go on and on with people like that, high caliber, wonderful 
people, fine people that I have the greatest respect for. Our local Con- 
gressman, Fascell, I’ve known him 30 years. He has been up here 25 
or so. 

Not one of these men will ever tell you that I ever asked a favor of 
any of them at any time. Why would I suddenly start doing it now ? 

Mr. Frates. Of course, I don’t think, Terry, that the letter indicates 
the question you asked, but I don’t w^ant to get into semantics. 

Mr. Lenzner. This says : 

“As you know, it” — being the Newsday article — “is based upon 
Bebe’s observation that Greene and Guthman are Kennedy loyalists 
and that Moyers is now with the Kennedy Foundation.” 

My question really is : Did you relay that information to anybody 
at the White House and ask them to determine whether the Kennedy 
Foundation was financing the Newsday article? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think I may know how that happened. Someone 
told me, and we’re going back into an area that I don’t think is 
even relevant, but for what it’s worth 

Senator Montoya. It’s not relevant as far as you’re concerned 
or your testimony, but it’s relevant with respect to something else 
that we uncovered earlier in the hearings. 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. Someone told me, Senator, that one of the hotel 
bills down there was paid for by Ted — what’s-his-name’s lawyer 
for Kennedy ? There could have been a lawyer, a story, somebody 
with the same name. You know who I mean, a nice looking young 
guy — Sorensen. Someone told me that one of the hotel bills was 
picked up by Ted Sorensen. I may have relayed that to somebody 
and they pieced it together like this. 

But I knew — President Johnson was a friend of mine since 
before he was majority leader and never have I asked— I have never 
mixed. 

Senator Montoya. I don’t think it’s important anyway. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think so. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Bebozo, as I understand it, at some point, you 
indicated a desire to file a libel suit against Newsday for this. Do 
you recall discussing that with Fred Fielding? 

Mr. Kebozo. With who? 

Air. Lenzner. Fred Fielding, of the White House. 

Air. Bebozo. Who is Fred Fielding? 

Mr. Lenzner. I think he was one of Mr, Dean’s assistants. 

Mr. Bebozo. I don’t recall anything like that, no ; unless he brought 
it up and the thought went through my mind. I’ve considered fil- 
ing libel suits against quite a few and have been told that we have 
some pretty good grounds. Unfortunately, all of this notoriety has 
made me what they consider a public person, and I have to prove 
malice was intended, and it’s not quite that easy. But we have filed 
one against the Post, as you know. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you don’t recall Mr. Fielding coming down at 
the request of Mr. Ehrlichman to discuss financial transactions with 
regard to this libel suit? 

Mr. Bebozo. I don’t recall that, no. I talked over the years, you 
know, to a lot of those people around the White House, and many 
of them I don’t even know their names. But I’ll say that I cer- 
tainly seriously considered bringing action against them. I con- 
sidered ABC, of all places. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall discussing that with Mr. Ehrlich- 
man? 

Air. Bebozo. I may have, but 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall Mr. Ehrlichman indicating to you 
that the President did not want you to file such a lawsuit if 
possible ? 

Mr. Bebozo. No. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever receive a written request from Mr. 
Ehrlichman requesting more information 

Mr. Bebozo. About what? 

Air. Lenzner. About the financial transactions that were being 
investigated by Newsday ? 

Mr. Bebozo. It was in all the papers. It was a bomb. A lot of 
them didn’t buy it. They had a big investment 

Mr. Lenzner. You have no recollection of discussing with Field- 
ing all the financial transactions save the B & C Investment Co. 
when he came down to see you? 

Mr. Bebozo. I don’t recall Fielding at all. I don’t recall him 
coming to see me. And that doesn’t mean that he didn’t do it. A 
lot of these people, when they come down, they’ll come down for 
a vacation for a week or so, and they’ll drop in to see me and it 
may have been mentioned. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall Mr. Lewis, Hobart Lewis, coming 
down and talking to you or talking to you at some other time? 

Mr. Bebozo. I talked to Hobart Lewis about it. 

Mr. Lenzner. What did you seek from him? 

Mr. Bebozo. I wanted to get his opinion. Hobart’s got both feet, 
well, solidly planted. He’s a journalist, and he’s a friend and a great 
person. 
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Mr. Lexzner. You wanted to get his opinion on whether you 
should file a lawsuit ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I wanted to get his opinion about the whole thing. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did you request Mr. Lewis to conduct an inves- 
tigation and obtain information for you with regard to the News- 
day article? 

Mr. Rebozo. I didn’t request it, but he volunteered it, and he 
did have one of his men do a check on his own. The fellow was 
the most objective investigator reporter I have ever seen, because 
he didn’t want any list of people from me to go to see. He just 
took the article and worked from scratch on his own. 

Mr. Lexzner. Did he try to obtain information from Newsday 
itself as to what they were going to print? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know — no, I think this was after the story 
was printed. 

Mr. Lexzner. After the story was printed? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Lexzner. Now, do you recall, again, Mr. Dean or another 
individual discussing with you in 1971, the relationship between 
Larry O’Brien and the Hughes Tool Co. and Robert Maheu? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’ve had very few discussions with Dean, and ob- 
viously not few enough. But I don’t recall any such conversation 
with him about that. 

I would discuss things with Ehrlichman and I would venture to 
say in the 5 years he was there, I probably had maybe five discus- 
sions with him. I would see him, sure, talk to him here and there. 
But I mean about anything substantive. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall telling Mr. Dean that you had re- 
ceived information from Mr. Maheu with regard to O’Brien, and 
that you felt that Maheu had possibly retained O’Brien for his 
services without any direct knowledge by Hughes himself? 

Mr. Rebozo. The last sentence I couldn’t have, I would have been 
purely conjecturing, and it’s not like me without qualifying it. I 
could have at sometime, if he asked me or brought it up, and it’s 
possible that I had mentioned it to Ehrlichman and Ehrlichman 
told Dean and Dean asked me about it. 1 don’t know. 

Mr. Lexzner. Do you recall telling Dean or Ehrlichman that 
you were under the impression that Maheu had a good bit of free- 
dom, refuses money, and that you could acquire some documenta- 
tion of that fact ? 

Mr. Rebozo. What in the world would have been the object in 
my offering that kind of 

Mr. Frates. I think the question was, did you make the state- 
ment. Mr. Rebozo, if you would answer the question, and then if 
you want to explain, I’m sure the chairman will let you. 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall such statement. 

Mr. Lexzner. Do you also recall telling Dean or Ehrlichman 
that you requested, if any action be taken with regard to Hughes, 
you be notified because of your delicacy of relationship and dealings 
with the Hughes people ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I may have done that. 
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Mr. Lenzner. You may have told that to Dean or Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, you say Dean or Ehrlichman. Which one? 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, which one do you recall telling that to ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall telling it to either one, but if I told 
it to anyone, it would probably have been Ehrlichman. I don’t 
recall it, but I could have. That would be logical for me to do 
if a man has made the kind of contribution he has. 

Mr. Lenzner. Were you aware of any effort to obtain derogatory 
information on Larry O’Brien by the White House? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, and I don’t know that they did make any ef- 
fort. No, and I can’t conceive of it even now — what use it would be. 

Mr. Lenzxer. Any possible discussions with the President with 
regard to the tax audit, of the use of information from the tax 
audit to document O’Brien’s retainer from the Hughes Co. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I didn’t even know they were conducting a tax 
audit on O’Brien. 

Mr. Lenzxer. I think that’s about it for me. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mi*. Rebozo, did anyone ever tell you or did 
you ever learn that Mr. Hank Greenspun had a large number of 
memos in Mr. Howard Hughes’ handwriting? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think that came up during one of our previous 
interviews. But no, I, firsthand, had no knowledge and I don’t be- 
lieve I’ve ever met Greenspun. 

Mr. Armstrong. You don’t recall Mr. Danner ever discussing 
that with you? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t recall it. He could have said it and it 
wouldn’t mean anything to me. 

Mr. Armstrong. Do you recall if Mr. Kalmbach ever mentioned 
it or Mr. Ehrlichman? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. And do you recall any discussions that Mr. 
Greenspun had made inquiries to Mr. Kalmbach and others in the 
administration, regarding the receipt of the $100,000 contribution 
to Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Rebozo. The only thing I recall about that is what I’ve read 
in the press. 

Mr. Armstrong. You have no independent knowledge of that 
other than the press? 

Mr. Rebozo. No; no knowledge of it. 

Mr. Armstrong. And similarly, about the use of the contribution 
in San Clemente that Mr. Greenspun — — 

Mr. Rebozo. Which contribution ? 

Mr. Armstrong. That Mr. Greenspun had inquired about the use of 
the $100,000 contribution in San Clemente? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s the first I’ve heard that. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, have you ever had any financial or 
business transactions with the President, and would you describe 
them for us, please, since January 1, 1969 ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, we’ve had the Fisher Island matter, which is 
well known, and the lots on Key Biscayne. 

Mr. Armstrong. That’s the Cape Florida development? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Cape Florida. And the purchase of the San Clemente 
property. 

Mr. Armstrong. That’s the B & C Investment Co. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes; and I assisted in the acquisition of the two 
houses at Key Biscay ne. 

Mr. Armstrong. In what capacity did you assist in the acquisition 
of those houses? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, the first capacity was a very interesting one. It 
sort of depicts the President’s attitude pretty well about money. I can 
cite many more, but when it was understood that he was going to 
buy — move down there and buy a couple of houses, the president of 
the chamber of commerce came to me and said they had voted to buy 
the houses for the President, renovate them, do anything he wanted 
and let him live there free for the term that he was in office. He 
immediately declined it. 

Mr. Armstrong. Well, were you involved in the financing of the 
houses ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only to the extent of calling a mortgage company and 
working that out, not personally. 

Mr. Armstrong. Are there any other financial transactions you can 
recall ? 


Mr. Rebozo, The Fisher Island matter, which we’ve gone over 
numerous times. 

Another tribute to his lack of interest in money, because as I’ve 
stated before, when he became President, he decided to divest himself 
of his interest in Fisher Island. He had something like 189,000 
shares. He paid $1 a share for it, as we all did and still do. I tried 
to urge him not to sell it because we had a contract to sell it that we 
expected to close in 6 months. He said, “No,” he wanted to get out of 
it, he would just get his money back. And I told him, “No,” that it 
was worth over $3 a share and it wouldn’t be right to just take his 
money back, he had to take a profit. 

Then he said, “Well, I don’t want much profit, just $1.25 a share.” 
And I said, “No, sir; it’s worth over $3 a share and we have this sale 
all ready to go. In 6 months’ time, you’ll get this money.” 

So I went before the board and told them of my conversation with 
him and his insistence on not making a lot of money on it, and I said, 
“Well, I think the least we can do is give him $2 a share.” And 
everybody on the board unanimously approved the sale, and the 
interest in it was such that the board members wanted to pick it up 
themselves, because we already had the property sold. The President, 
by waiting 6 months, would have gotten, according to the contract, 
$175,000 more for it, but he declined to do that because he was going 
in office. So we went ahead and arranged the sale. 

We kicked it around a bit and realized that we might be criticized 
for the board having inside information, and maybe buying this 
stock up for themselves, so we called a shareholders’ meeting and told 
them the details of it, and we bought the stock in the treasury, put 
it back in the treasury. So every stockholder participated in a pro 
rata share of what they had. We paid for it out of the $330,000 that 
the buyers had deposited with us. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever borrowed money from the Presi- 
dent? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Well, I borrowed $10,000 from him, and that was the 
first time back — I don’t know when it was, late last year, that I paid 
him back. 

Mr. Armstrong. When you say late last year, you mean 1973, or 
do you mean late 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, it could have been — it was probably December 
of 1973 or January of 1974. No, I guess it was in the latter part of 
last year. 

Mr. Armstrong. December of 1973? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t know when it was. I borrowed $10,000 from 
him last year. 

Mr. Armstrong. Was it over a year ago, or was it just a few months 
ago ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I can tell you when it was; when I bought that Mary- 
land house, however long ago that was. It was longer than that. 

Mr. Armstrong. So it was at the end of 1972? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s right. 

Mr. Armstrong. And it was for the purpose of purchasing that 
house? 

Mr. Rebozo. What happened was that I’d looked around and found 
this house and decided to buy it. There was a possibility of Julie and 
David moving there. David was in the Navy and I thought I would 
buy it for an investment or rent it in the meantime, or use it, or 
whatever, but principally in the event that they wanted a place. But 
I had looked at, I guess, 200 houses on paper, and I made the rounds 
for 2 full days of the pick of the houses that I found, because I felt 
that if Julie and David did go there, the house had to be one that 
would provide maximum security for his visits, rather than have a 
whole street full of people every time the President came and went. 
It was about 18 minutes from the White House. 

When I talked to the President about it, he said, “Well, why don’t 
I buy it for them?” And I said, “OK, if you want to buy it, OK.” 

So what happened was I charged his account $10,000 for the 
initial deposit to buy the house. Then I got thinking about it and I 
thought, well, I don’t know what they’re going to make of it. He 
already has houses in California and Key Biscayne, plus the fact 
that if he does it, then what’s he buying for the other daughter ? And 
I talked him out of it. 

So I said, “No, let me buy it.” Then I went ahead and bought it 
and returned the $10,000. 

Mr. Armstrong. So at what point did you repay the loan ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, it was several months later. Actually, I had 
forgotten I had charged his account for it until the audit was made, 
which reminded me, and I paid it back. 

Mr. Armstrong. I’m sorry, sir, it wasn’t paid back until when? 

Mr. Rebozo. It wasn’t paid back until that Coopers Lybrand audit. 
I had forgotten about it. When the audit was made, they said, 
“What’s this $10,000?” and I said, “I owe it.” But it was a very 
innocent, logical thing. 

I think that we made the right decision and it has been perfect for 
them when they want to go out, because nobody bothers them. They 
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have an acre of ground, they have a big, high hedge. It’s just perfect 
seclusion, and it’s near enough. 

Senator Montoya. We’re going to have to be in recess. I have to 
go up and vote. I’ll make sure Senator Weicker is coming. If he’s 
coming, I won’t come back. 

[A brief recess was taken.] 

Senator Weicker. We’ll reconvene now. 

Mr. Armstrong. I believe, if I’m correct, you had just finished 
telling us about the instance in which you had borrowed money from 
the President. 

Mr. Frates. Since Senator Weicker has just come in, when you say 
“borrowed money,” I think that’s a misnomer. If you’re going to ask 
any questions on that, I would like Mr. Rebozo to repeat for the 
Senator what this is, because it’s for the purchase of Julie and 
David Eisenhower’s house. It’s not a cash transaction. 

Mr. Dash. We have no further questions on it. Do you, Scott? 

Mr. Armstrong. No. 

Mr. Dash. If that’s all right with you 

Mr. Frates. I thought he was going to start asking some questions. 
It wasn’t any borrowing, but it was a charging back. 

Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Rebozo, have you ever loaned any money to 
the President since January 1, 1969? 

Mr. Rebozo. I haven’t. The bank has. Wait a minute, not since 
January of 1969, though. 

Mr. Armstrong. And have you ever given any gifts of cash or stock 
or any other negotiable commodity of value in excess of $1,000 to 
the President? 


Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. And with the exception of the B & C Investment 
Co., have you ever purchased any real property from the President? 
Mr. Frates. From him? 


Mr. Armstrong. From the President, yes; again since January 1, 
1969. 


Mr. Rebozo. Only what the corporation purchased in Fisher 
Island, which I’ve explained. 

Mr. Armstrong. But only as a corporation member of that orga- 
nization? 


Mr. Rebozo. Right. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever sold any real property to the 
President from January 1, 1969, to the present? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever cashed any checks in excess of 
$10,000 in the President’s behalf for cash? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever had any financial or business trans- 
actions with any relatives of the President ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only the matter involving Tricia’s participation in the 
lots. You know, that has been explained. 

Mr. Armstrong. In the Cape Florida situation? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. And Julie and David’s renting a house. 

Mr. Armstrong. That is in the relationship of landlord and tenant, 
technically speaking ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Yes, technically and actually. 

Mr. Armstrong. Right. Have you ever had any financial or busi- 
ness transactions with Edward Nixon, the President’s brother? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever borrowed money from Mr. Edward 
Nixon? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever loaned him any money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever given him gifts in excess of $1,000? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever purchased any real property — — • 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever sold any real — it should have been 
real or personal property ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever sold any real or personal property 
to him? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever cashed any checks in excess of 
$10,000 for Mr. Edward Nixon ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever had any financial or business trans- 
actions with Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. Only the, again the Fisher Island, her small portion 
in Fisher Island, which was a corporate transaction. But, no; I 
have had none. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you describe that transaction briefly? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, you recall she had part of the — the President 
sold her part of the stock that he had. I think it was 10,000 shares or 
5,000 shares, at $1 a share. I think when we sold it, she got her money. 

Mr. Armstrong. At the same rate that the President redeemed his 
share ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. And at the same time? 

Mr. Rebozo. As far as I recall. 

Mr. Armstrong. Now, have you ever borrowed money from Rose 
Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Since January 1, 1969, have you ever loaned money 
to Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever given money in excess of $1,000 to 
Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever purchased real or personal prop- 
erty from Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever sold real or personal property to 
Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 
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Mr. Armstrong. Have you ever cashed any checks in excess of 
$10,000 for Rose Mary Woods? 

Mr. Rebozo. Xo. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you describe the financial or business trans- 
actions you’ve had with Robert Abplanalp — just briefly list them? 

Mr. Dash. That just helps us. This goes to the question we had this 
morning of identifying. This will substitute for the records. 

Mr. Rebozo. The B & C operation. You’ve gone through all 
those records. And more recently, we’ve purchased jointly some prop- 
erty on Key Biscayne. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you tell us — could you just describe that 
property ? 

Mr. Rebozo. On Key Biscayne? 

Mr. Armstrong. Is that one parcel ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I have 150 feet next to the bank and 650 feet sepa- 
rated a parcel that Abplanalp had previously bought of 450 feet. I 
had an option on the 650 and he participated in the purchase of that 
with me. That was just this year. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is that property properly described as Matheson 
property? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you tell us when that purchase was made? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was recently. I’m sure you have the record, because 
it’s a very recent one or you would know about it. 

Mr. Armstrong. I don’t believe we have the record, because I 
believe it was in 1973 and we don’t have any 1973 records. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, it would have been December of— yes, I know 
when it was done. It was December of 1973. 

Mr. Armstrong. Could you tell us, please tell us the purchase price 
of that property? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was $6 a square foot. 

Mr. Armstrong. So the total transaction 

Mr. Frates. Again, I don’t see where this — Senator, where we 
have an agreement, how can this possibly come — December of 1973 — 
this is just inquiring into business transactions way beyond 1972 
without showing any relationship at all. 

Senator Weicker. Let me ask, Scott, do you intend to pursue this 
line of questioning ? 

Mr. Armstrong. I was only going to pursue it with two more ques- 
tions and then get back to a question to tie in its relevance. If you 
would prefer 

Senator Weicker. Why not invert the order so counsel can under- 
stand ? 

Mr. Armstrong. At what point, sir, did you terminate your share 
of the partnership in the B & C Investment Corp. with Mr. Ab- 
planalp ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Some time in 1973, maybe the middle or a little after 
the middle of 1973. I don’t know the exact date, but it’s a matter of 
record. 

Mr. Armstrong. And can you tell us what happened to your share 
of the property ? 

Mr. Rebozo. It was purchased by Abplanalp’s children’s trust. 

Mr. Armstrong. And can you tell us the purchase price ? 
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Mr. Rebozo. Yes; he paid me my cost plus 10 percent. 

Mr. Armstrong. And how much would that be, sir? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think it came to something like $290,000 — some- 
where along in there. 

Mr. Armstrong. Total? I mean, in other words, that would include 
your cost plus the 10 percent ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. 

Mr. Armstrong. Can you indicate to us why you sold your share of 
the B & C Investment Co. ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, this is why I’m selling just about everything 
else. There’s just too much publicity attendant on anything that I do, 
and I w T ould like to get back to my private existence. 

Mr. Armstrong. Did it have anything to do with your financial 
affairs at that time, with your liquidity? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, you’ve seen all my bank statements and all of my 
borrowings. JDp until recently, you’re well aware that I’ve had no 
trouble borrowing. I don’t know how much trouble I’m going to have 
after all of this inquiry of all these bank presidents about me, but 
that remains to be seen. 

Senator Weicker. Let me say this right now. I think we have just 
about reached the limit, and I’m going to inject myself into this and 
inquire as to its relevance to the campaign of 1972. As I understand 
it, counsel have agreed upon bank statements being made available 
to the committee as a part of the subpena. 

Mr. Frates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. Certainly, that would give as good an indication 
as any other as to the financial condition of Mr. Rebozo, et cetera. 
If we’re going to continue on this for any length of time, I’m going 
to rule it, quite frankly, as not proper. 

Mr. Armstrong. May I speak to you out of the hearing of the 
witnesses for one second? I don’t have many more questions, perhaps 
one more. 

Senator Weicker. Ask one more question. 

Mr. Armstrong. I just want to be sure the answer to the question 
is as to whether or not it had anything to do with your liquidity or 
ability to borrow as part of the portion of the B & C Investment 
Co. The answer is “No,” is that correct ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I think any time you sell something, it has some- 
thing to do with your liquidity position or if you want to get hold of 
cash for something or other or to retire some debts, so I don’t know 
whether the question is a fair one, really. 

Senator Weicker. I think vou’ve answered the question. 

Mr. Armstrong. Excuse me just a second. 

That’s all. 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Rebozo, the President’s diary for April 15, 1973, 
indicates that he met with Attorney General Kleindienst, and later 
with Attorney General Kleindienst and Henry Petersen, and in the 
interim with Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr. Haldeman. That was the day, 
of course, that the information started to come to the President with 
regard to the investigation of Watergate. 

The diary also shows that at 5 :25, you and the President departed 
for the Navy Yard. You boated for several hours. My question is, 
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did you discuss with the President at that time the information that 
he had received that day with regard to Watergate? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s one date I can pinpoint very well, because 
April 15 is income tax day and it happened to fall on Sunday, so 
T had a 1-day reprieve. I happened to be at the Executive Office 
Building when Petersen and Kleindienst came in. I was not in his 
office ; I was outside. I did not know Petersen at the time. I was 
wondering who this fellow was coming dressed like he was — he was 
dressed like a mechanic. It later developed that he had been working 
on his boat and Kleindienst had told him to come right on over. 

But I waited, and later, the President asked me to go out on a boat 
ride with him. That’s the same day that there had been a lot of 
activity around the White House, far more than usual. So the 6-hour 
tape ran out at 3 that afternoon in the middle of the discussion with 
Kleindienst. 

Senator Weicker. How did you learn that ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The President told me. 

Senator Weicker. When did he tell you that? 

Mr. Rebozo. I suppose as soon as he found it out. 

Senator Weicker. Which was that day? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no; he wouldn’t find it out until later. 

My understanding is that although they have equipment that auto- 
matically activates another reel when the tape runs out, apparently 
either they didn’t put another one on or it was malfunctioning. 

Senator Weicker. When did you learn that from the President? 

Mr. Rebozo. Some time later. 

Senator Weicker. When did you first have the knowledge that 
there was any taping facility in the White House? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think when everybody else did, not before. I didn’t 
know it. 

Senator Weicker. Well, I don’t think anybody else knew about it, 
as I recall, at least 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I mean I think the first I knew of it was with 
Butterfield’s testimony. In fact, I know that’s the first I knew of it. 

Senator Weicker. I still don’t understand the answer to the ques- 
tion relative to the President telling you about the fact that the tape 
ran out. I would like to know when he told you that. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, it was some time later. It was sometime after it 
had been disclosed that they had tapes, because I didn’t know about 
it until Butterfield’s testimony that they even recorded them, I think. 

But I might have digressed for a minute from my story. But 
April 15 stands in my mind because of the combination of circum- 
stances. 

We went out on the boat for dinner and the President, for the first 
time, to me, showed distress, concern. It was apparently something 
that they had told him. Beyond that, I don’t know what it was, 
because we didn’t go into that. 

He asked me if I thought that these people who are being identified 
with Watergate should be released, and I said: 

Mr. President, if I were in the White House and my name w T ere even men- 
tioned remotely about this, you would have my resignation immediately pend- 
ing full investigation. 
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That was my answer. I didn’t recommend one way or the other, as 

1 don’t. But he had asked me that question. 

So we were out and had dinner and then came back in. The next 
day, I returned to Miami. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Are you saying now that the President did not dis- 
close to you the information that he had received during the day? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, no, he was — he had obviously received some 
information that was distressing, but he didn’t disclose it. The closest 
he came to disclosing it was, see, the question that I had just men- 
tioned. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Did he tell you that an item had come out with 
regard to the Ellsberg trial that was distressing to him? 

Mr. Rebozo. No ; it wasn’t mentioned. 

Senator Weicker. As T understand it, your answer is, then, he 
merely asked you what you would do with those persons that had 
been mentioned relative to Watergate that were in the White House? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes, sir. 

Senator Weicker. On the staff, and you indicated that you, if you 
were in their shoes, you would resign? 

Mr. Rebozo. Exactly. 

Senator Weicker. Pending a full investigation. 

Mr. Rebozo. A complete investigation; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Well, the trip was several hours. Do you recall any 
other subjects that were discussed during that time? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t remember how long the trip was, maybe a 
couple of hours or so. But you don’t go far on the Potomac in a 
boat like that in 2 hours. 

Mr. Lexzxer. The trip actually departed the White House at 5 :25 
and returned to the White House at 7 :34. 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, that’s less than 2 hours, so we were on the boat 

2 hours and 9 minutes, portal to portal. 

Mr. Lexzxer. And did you discuss any other subject, to your 
recollection, during that period of time besides the brief discussion 
you’ve described ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I don’t think, you know — I’m reasonably sure we 
didn’t discuss anything to do with the affairs of the moment. I recog- 
nized that he was not feeling well and I certainly didn’t — I don’t 
ask questions. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Following up Senator Weicker’s question, what was 
the context in which the fact that certain portions of the tape for 
that day had not been recorded — certain portions of the conversation 
had not been recorded — how did that arise when you discussed that 
with the President ? 

Mr. Rebozo. I’m sure that was sometime later, when I suppose they 
had analyzed the tapes or when they found that the tape had ended. 
As I understand it, it ended right in the middle of a conversation 
with Kleindienst, and he, of course, had no way of knowing when the 
tape was running or if it was running, I’m sure. 

Mr. Lexzxer. But what I was asking was how did that arise ? How 
did it come about that the President decided to discuss that with you ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Oh, just, you know, just in discussion, a normal dis- 
cussion. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Have you heard any tapes yourself or seen any 
transcripts of any of the tapes'? 

Mr. Rebozo. No, I didn’t want to. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you had any discussions with regard to whether 
your conversations with the President concerning the $100,000 may 
have been recorded? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, as I repeatedly stated, I didn’t have any con- 
versations with him about the $100,000 until Key Biscayne, after the 
campaign. I don’t believe that it was ever discussed any more. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, I thought you said before, sir, that there were 
several conversations, one of which you thought might have taken 
place at the White House ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, the White House — most of our conversations at 
the White House are in the west hall, in their own private quarters 
on the second floor. 

Mr. Lenzner. I see. You don’t usually meet with the President in 
the Oval Office? 

Mr. Rebozo. Very, very rare; very rare. I think in 5 years, I’ve 
probably met with him in there two or three times. Maybe he just 
called me in to ask me something. 

Mr. Lenzner. So the answer to the question, then, is you had no 
discussion with regard to whether any conversations you had with the 
President with regard to the $100,000 are on tape ? 

Mr. Rebozo. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you had any discussions with Miss Woods with 
regard to the missing portions of the tapes that she was transcribing? 

Mr. Rebozo. Yes. She had related to me about it because she was 
so distressed when she first went in to the President, and she related 
this to me before it appeared in the press, but you’ve all read it. She 
was very concerned that she had erased part of the tape and she went 
to tell the President that, and he said, it doesn’t matter, that’s not 
the part they’ve subpenaed anyway, so don’t worry about it. 

Senator Weicker. Let me make an inquiry here. I don’t intend in 
any way, aside from the fact that we joked about 14 minutes or 15 
minutes, I want it as part of the record that if there is substantial 
questioning left, I want to be informed about it and I’ll make 
arrangements, unfortunate as it is, if counsel are so inclined, to con- 
tinue into tomorrow. But I want to know now. 

Mr. Lenzner. I have one question after this. 

Senator Weicker. I also want to make it clear that Mr. Rebozo 
should be in the position of saying he answered fully all questions 
posed to him. 

Mr. Frates. That’s right. 

Senator Weicker. Also, I don’t want any complaints coming from 
anybody on the committee that they have not had ample opportunity 
to ask questions. I do want to know what it is we’re going to do now. 

Mr. Lenzner. I have one question and one question after that — • 
two questions. 

Mr. Dash. I do appreciate it that you have spent such time, despite 
your other Senatorial duties. 

Senator Weicker. The main thing is we’re doing a job. We’re 
here ; everybody wants it done completely. We have gone this far. 
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Mr. Lenzner. My last question is did the President ever discuss 
with you the offer or the discussion he had with Mr. Dean with regard 
to raising money for the Watergate defendants of approximately a 
million dollars? 

Mr. Rebozo. He told me about it once, shortly after the question 
arose, and it was exactly as it was subsequently described. 

You see, anyone who knows the President, you know, even when he 
makes speeches, he frequently becomes a devil’s advocate. He makes 
a statement and then he answers it. 

We also know, those of us who use tapes, that while we’re sitting 
around here talking about something, it sounds one way, and you 
hear it on tape and it sometimes doesn’t have the emphasis where it 
was intended, or where it appeared to be. But he did tell me one time 
about that conversation, very, very early after all this came about. 
He told me exactly what was later reported that he said when Dean 
said it would take a million dollars. He said, “Well, raising the money 
is no problem, but it would be wrong.” 

This is exactly what he told me a long, long time ago. 

Mr. Lenzner. If I could just ask one followup question, that 
would have been about, in terms of time, that would have been about 
the time Mr. Dean had testified to that conversation? 

Mr. Rebozo. I think probably yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s all. Thank you. 

Mr. Armstrong. Is the Committee To Re-Elect the President, are 
they or have they ever, or has anyone else ever been involved in 
paying your legal fees with regard to this investigation or the IRS 
investigation ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Say that again? 

Mr. Armstrong. Has the Committee To Re-Elect the President or 
any other individual been involved in paying your legal fees in regard 
to this investigation of the $100,000 contribution? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. I sure wish they were. 

Mr. Armstrong. Have you been involved in paying the legal fees 
of any other individuals in this investigation? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Frates. I think, Senator, if I may clarify the record, Mr. 
Rebozo, how about answering the question, when they ask about the 
legal fees, yes or no? You say you sure wish they were. 

Mr. Rebozo. The answer is no. 

Mr. Armstrong. No to both questions? 

Mr. Rebozo. Right. 

Senator Weicker. Let me repeat, in light of the answer given by 
Mr. Rebozo to the last two questions, are there any additional ques- 
tions counsel wishes to ask? You’re not restricted to one further 
question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator, if you’ll give me a minute, I had to step 
out and I want to check. 

Mr. Dash. While they’re checking, I can save some time on this. 

I think as we close this, I would like, if we could have an under- 
standing of what we did agree to on the record, and I think most 
of this has been taken care of — I’m referring back again to the letter 
of March 12. Paragraph No. 1 that dealt with the Danner corre- 
spondence has been complied with, turned over yesterday. 
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The paragraph numbered 2 dealt with the telephone communica- 
tions, and we were going to work out with you a method 

Mr. Frates. We were going to try to work out expediting some- 
thing within reason. 

Mr. Dash. Right. No. 3 deals with travel records, and the staff had 
worked with you to try to identify it more clearly. 

Mr. Frates. Again — well, I won’t qualify. Go ahead. 

Mr. Dash. Then I think we have taken care of the questions in- 
volving Mr. Lackritz's study in terms of financial records through 
questions that Mr. Bellino has put, some particular items will be 
identified through the transcript. We’ll be back in touch with you and 
you promised to give us back-up records on that. They can be identi- 
fied in the transcript. 

Mr. Frates. Right. 

Mr. Dash. And we’ll identify them in copies of the transcript to 
show what they are. 

Mr. Frates. Right. 

Mr. Dash. The only issue, I think, that is still in dispute, and I 
think cannot be resolved at this meeting, Senator Weicker, is the 
request in the subpena calling for the records involving the Wake- 
field account, which deals with the balance of the $6,000 amount that 
was put in the Wakefield account, which is the $4,562.38. 

I realize Senator Ervin ruled that questions regarding that 

Mr. Frates. Whatever he ruled is on the record, Sam. 

Mr. Dash. But the documents, we’re not able to follow up on the 
questions to comply with his ruling because we don’t have the docu- 
ments to establish whether or not we can relate it, and therefore, 
since he did ask in his letter of March 12 for compliance, I would 
like a direction, Senator Weicker, that they be complied with. And 
of course, Mr. Frates can refuse to do that and then it becomes a 
matter that the committee has to rule on. 

Mr. Frates. I want the record to show that we contend Senator 
Ervin ruled on that and disposed of that matter. He may disagree. 
The record will show that he disagreed. 

Mr. Dash. Whatever the record will show, it will show. 

Mr. Frates. That’s right. 

Too, we have pending before the full committee an objection 
which has not been ruled on on this particular issue. 

In other words, Senator, we don’t want to get into contempt of 
the Senate for something that we’re not in contempt for. But first, 
and as I said the other day, at this time — and we might modify it — 
at this time, we feel so strongly about that on the basis of principle, 
and maybe we could change that, too, I guess, that we’re not going 
to produce those records under any circumstances. 

Mr. Dash. Some help can be given if that — I know Mr. Rebozo 
has indicated that these are personal files. 

Mr. Frates. I say it’s all going to be clarified as soon as you read 
what Senator Ervin has said. - 

Mr. Dash. What we haven’t asked is anything to support Mr. 
Rebozo’s statement that he made certain disbursements. 

Mr. Frates. The Senator has ruled on this. You and I disagree on it. 
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Senator Weicker. I’m going to rule that the question in the sense 
of the documents alone was not ruled on by the chairman, and I 
would direct Mr. Rebozo and counsel to produce said documents to 
the committee. 

Mr. Frates. So there will be no misunderstanding, Senator, what 
documents are you referring to, Mr. Dash? 

Mr. Dash. Terry, you can cover that. 

Mr. Lenzner. While you’re looking at it, can I ask one last 
question ? 

Senator Weicker. It’s included in the letter, the $4,652 or some 
such figure. 

Mr. Armstrong. Reference is made to it in two subpenas. The 
first reference is made to it in the subpena dated January 24. 

Mr. Frates. Returnable what day? 

Mr. Armstrong. January 28, item 2 and item 3. The other one is 
the subpena returnable — subpena on Mr. Rebozo, returnable F ebruary 
14, signed January 24 by Senator Ervin. In that subpena, it’s item 4. 

Mr. Frates. All right. Senator, can we, for our own information — 
we asked the reporter to type up the questions and answers and what 
we contend was the disposition of this by Senator Ervin at the start 
of yesterday. I forget, sir, whether you were in the room or not. It 
hasn’t been done. I know they’re extremely busy, and I guess we run 
into some problems on rulings of the committee. We would like to 
ask permission to have that typed up and be available so that we can 
help resolve this. 

Mr. Dash. Yes. 

Senator Weicker. I would say this: I would say this to you, 
counsel, that my direction to you and your objection, both of these 
are being made in order that the record will be complete. I do not 
understand either my direction or your objection to indicate that 
this is a total impasse, and it shall not be so conveyed to the full 
committee. 

Mr. Frates. All right, sir. 

Senator Weicker. In order that all rights have been preserved, 
those of the committee and those of your client, the reporter will go 
ahead and turn over the transcript to counsel and also the committee 
in order that we can resolve this question. 

Mr. Frates. Thank you, sir. That takes care of that. 

Mr. Lenzner. For the record, Senator, we had better have this 
marked. This is the pertinency materials I mentioned to you yester- 
day. I would like to have this marked as an exhibit and we’ll furnish 
Mr. Frates with a copy of that, explaining the pertinence of the 
materials as we see it. 

[Whereupon, the document referred to was marked Rebozo exhibit 
No. 17 for identification.*] 

Senator Weicker. Are there further technical matters? 

Mr. Lenzner. I have one question. 

Senator Weicker. Go ahead. 

Mr. Lenzner. I’m told we didn’t get an answer to this. 
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In the time interval between receiving and returning the money, 
did any other person have access to the money during that period? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. Senator, thank you very much. 

Mr. Frates. Again, since the last question was ambiguous, I think 
the record is clear that it was in a box, and who had the other key ? 

Mr. Rebozo. Well, Wakefield did. 

Mr. Frates. I think that's clear, but again I don’t want 

Mr. Lexzxer. Had access or used or had in their possession the 
money, OK, Mr. Rebozo? The answer to that is no, 1 take it. No other 
person had access, possession, or 

Senator Weicker. Counsel, I’m sure counsel would say that Mr. 
Rebozo has answered that somebody else did have access. 

Mr. Lexzxer. In the time interval between receiving and returning 
the money, did any other person have possession or control or use of 
the money ? 

Mr. Rebozo. The only other person that could have obtained entry 
to the box was Wakefield, and I’ve testified he’s the only other one 
who had a key to it, and the money was in there all the time. 

Mr. Lexzxer. All I want to do is get a yes or no answer whether, 
in the time between receiving the money and returning it, did any 
other person have control or use the money or have it in their 
possession ? 

Mr. Rebozo. No. 

Mr. Lexzxer. That’s all. 

Mr. Dash. Did Mr. Rebozo want to make any statement? 

Mr. Frates. Senator, I think it might be well to put this on the 
record. We’re going to make and give to Mr. Dash the bank state- 
ments which we have agreed to, and he is going to accept those in 
his possession. 

Mr. Dash. What I have committed to Mr. Frates is that I’ll keep 
them in my safe and they’ll be looked at only in my presence. 

Mr. Frates. Certainly. That’s very fair. 

Senator Weicker. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Frates. Thank you, sir, for your many courtesies. We have 
appreciated that. 

Senator Weicker. This hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 6 :25 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was adjourned.] 
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AFFIDAVIT 

I, Carmine S. Bellino, Chief Investigator for the Senate Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, being duly sworn, do hereby depose and say: 

1. In view of the continued unjustified personal attacks on me and the staff of 
this Select Committee by Mr. William Snow Frates, attorney for Charles G. Rebozo, 

I feel compelled to set forth the true facts concerning his allegations . 

2. The Senate Select Committee on October 10, 1973 > expressly authorized its 
staff to conduct an investigation into the $100,000 cash contribution from Howard 
Hughes to the President through Charles G. Rebozo. It was in pursuit of this 
mandate from the Committee that I, working at the direction of Terry Lenzner, 
had occasion to deal with Mr. William Snow Frates. 

3. In the first week of October 1973? Assistant Chief Counsel to the Senate 
Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities, Terry Lenzner, requested me 
to accompany him and Scott Armstrong to the office of Mr. Frates in Miami, Florida, 
for the purpose of conducting an interview of Charles G. Rebozo. That was my 
initial contact with Mr. Frates. As I listened to Mr. Rebozo’s testimony, 

I wondered why he had finally accepted two $50,000 cash contributions from 
Howard Hughes in 19^9 and 1970 after he had refused similar contributions 
before. Similarly, I wondered why a banker like Rebozo would place all of this currency 
in a safe deposit box for three or four years and not use the money for any purpose. 

When I sought some clarification from Mr. Rebozo, for no reason whatsoever, Frates 
loudly criticized me in a most humiliating manner. 

4. I next saw Frates on October IT, 1973? when again I participated in an 
interview of Mr. Rebozo in Frates' office. After the interview, I remained 

in Miami to review Mr. Rebozo's records to determine if they corroborated his 
testimony. 

5. I stayed in Miami from October 17 until October 23 in an attempt to review 
all of the relevant records. However, my efforts were constantly 

frustrated by Mr. Frates' and his associates' repeated delays in producing relevant 
materials as well as his refusal to let us photocopy sxibpoenaed documents. 

6. For example, Frates asked me for copies of all my workpapers and notes 
from my review of Mr. Rebozo's records as well as ray inventory of the records 
I reviewed. I agreed to provide Frates with an inventory of records, but I did 
net think it appropriate to turn over to him my work product without further 
authorization from the Committee. After ray efforts to cooperate with Mr. Frates 
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and his associates, late in the afternoon on 

October 18, 1973; I was handed a letter from William Bruce Harper (attached 
as Exhibit A) which accused me of bad faith in conducting the investigation 
and seeking to embarrass Mr. Rebozo in his business and commercial relations. 

The letter further requested that I was "not to remove from this^rates^ 
office any of Mr. Rebozo's records or any of the notes, worksheets or summ- 
aries you /!/ have made until we /Frates and Harpei j are provided copies of 
these documents at our £ Frates and Harper^ expense." 

7. After reading the letter, I told Mr. Harper that I would set furnish 
them with a copy of my workpapers. 

8. On Friday morning, October 19, I was accused by Frates and Harper of 
leaking a story with a Washington dateline in the Miami Herald that morning which 
stated that I was in Florida investigating Rebozo's financial records. (See 
story at Attachment B) I denied that I had disseminated any information about 
my investigation to the press and expressed my surprise and anger that the in- 
formation appeared in the newspapers. I categorically deny again that I 

have ever disseminated any information to the press about my investigation 
into the financial affairs of Mr. Rebozo. 

9. In the late afternoon of October 19, 1973, I was handed yet another 
letter signed by William Frates (attached as Exhibit C). I made no comment 
in response to his letter* 

10. I completed reviewing the records provided by Frates on Saturday, 

October 20. 

11. On Monday, October 22, Mr. Frates renewed his completely unjustified 
attacks on me in a conversation with my colleague John Dale. In light of 

Mr. Frates' behavior, I returned to Washington on Tuesday, October 23, to discuss 
the matter with Assistant Chief Counsel Terry Lenzner. 

12. Frates' attacks continued in my absence against my colleagues John 
Dale and Ken Jernigan. On Tuesday, October 23, John Dale returned to Frates* 
office to review additonal documents. Dale was forced to copy the documents 
by hand since Frates refused to let him make any copies. 
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13- I returned to Miami on Thursday night, October 25, and 
decided to begin serving subpoenas on other banking institutions for 
Rebozo's records since Frates had refused to furnish us vith actual copies 
of records requested. 

1*1. On Monday morning, October 29 , I served a subpoena on the Key 
Biscayne Bank and Trust Company for records of Mr. Rebozo. Despite 
my objections, Mr. Lenzner made arrangements to inspect these documents in 
Mr. Frates' office on Tuesday, at 10:00 a.m. 

15. Because of the pressing matters, we were not able to show up 
at Frates' offices at the scheduled time on Tuesday. On Tuesday night, 
we watched the news on station WCKT and were surprised to learn that 
Rebozo had been in Frates' office all morning and that television cameramen 
were waiting outside. I believe that we were "set up" so that TV cameramen 
would be waiting when we were to appear at Frates* offices as scheduled, and 
we would be blamed for alerting the media. 

16. Neither Ken Jernigan nor I were in touch with any news media personnel 
to discuss our scheduled meeting with Frates on Tuesday or any other aspect 
of our investigation. 

IT. I had no contact with Mr. Frates from November 1, 1973 ? when he 
appeared before Senators Ervin and Baker until March 20, 197*1? when Mr. 

Rebozo testified in Executive Session and Mr. Frates reiterated once again 
his unfounded charges against me. 

18, While I am reluctant to dignify Mr. Frates* allegations 

about me by even responding to them, I feel an obligation to set the public 
record straight in this matter. 
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19. 1 era confident that the final report of the Select Committee on 

this investigation will further refute the groundless charges of Mr. Frates 

I have read the foregoing statement and it is true to the best of ray 
knowledge and belief. , u 


Subscribed and sworn to me this 
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LAW OFFICES 

FRATES FLOYD PEARSON STEWART PROENZA 5. R1CHMAN 

WM. SNOW FftATES PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ROBERT LTLOYO . . ‘ ' 

rat h. pearson twelfth floor concord building 

LARRY S. STEWART 

morris C. PROENZA MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 

GERALD F. RICHMAN 
JAMES D. LITTLE 
ALAN G. GREER 
SCRTHA CLAIRE LEE 
ANDREW C. NALL 
KENNETH J, WEIL 
JOHN M. BRUMBAUGH 
IRA H. LEESFIELD 
STEPHEN N. ZACK 
SHERRYLL MARTENS DUNAJ 
WM. BRUCE HARPER. JR. 

CHRISTIAN O. SEARCY October 18, 1973 

TULLY SCOTT 


Mr. Carmine Bellino 
Miami, Florida 

Dear Mr. Bellino: 

Yesterday, October 17, 1973, Mr. Rebozo was again available for 
interrogation and voluntarily produced all of his personal bank 
records for inspection by the Select Committee’s investigators, 

Mr. Terry Lenzner, Mr. Scott Armstrong, Mary d’Oreo and your- 
self. 

Mr. Lenzner stated that he wanted to examine Mr. Rebozo’s personal 
bank records to verify Mr. Rebozo’s statement that the $100,000.00 was 
returned to Mr. Hughes' representative. This request was beyond the 
scope of the Committee's investigative mandate and it is obvious from 
the examination of the records that Mr. Rebozo’s statements are correct. 
However, with the hope that the Committee and its investigators might 
be finally and absolutely satisfied of this fact, we agreed to provide you 
an office to examine such records. 

Mr. Rebozo had a right to have a representative present but you refused 
to agree to permit Mr. Rebozo's representative to be present. This is 
not common practice for government investigations and inconsistent with 
established rules of law and it now appears that you are making an itemized 
list of his persona! records which any businessman would not want to 
become public property. You have assured us that they will be kept 
confidential, however, the experience Mr. Rebozo has had with the 
Committee is that repeated leaks and distortions have been fed to the 
newspapers after each of our previous meetings. 


AREA CODE 305 
TELEPHONE 377-OE41 
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Mr. Carmine Beilin© 
Page Two 
October 18, 1973 


We are of the opinion that* you are on a witch hunt and are not in good 
faith making an investigation but are attempting to embarass Mr. 
Rebozo in his business and commercial relations. 

We are, therefore, asking you not to remove from this office any of 
Mr. Rebozo f s records or any of the notes, worksheets or summaries 
you have made until we are provided copies of these documents at our 
expense. You may use our photocopying equipment. 

Very truly yours. 


WBH/mg 
Hand delivered 
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THE MIAMI NEWS 


Fri.,Oct. 19, 1973 




E5E 11 
^eboze-Huar 




WASHINGTON — . The 
Senate Watergate com- 
mittee’s chief investigator is 
studying the bank records of 
President Nixon’s close 
friend, Bebe Rebozo in con- 
nection with a contribution 
from billionaire Howard 
Hughes. 

Sources said the investiga- 
tor, Carmine Bellino, was in 
Florida yesterday working on 
the Hughes-Rebozo connec- 
tion and attempting to 
reconstruct Rebozo’s 


complex financial holdings in 
the state. 

Rebozo’s bank records, it 
was said, were obtained by 
subpena from the Key 
Biscayne bank of which 
Rebozo is president and 
board chairman. 

It also was learned yester- 
day that Rebozo’s handling 
of the Hughes cash is being 
investigated by Special Wa- 
tergate prosecutor Archibald 
Cox and the Internal Reve- 
nue Service. 


Headless bodies found in park 


NEWARK, N-J. — The 
headless bodies of two young 
black men were found in a 
park here yesterday, and po- 
lice said they were investi- 
gating the possibility the 
men were victims of a Black 
Muslim vengeance ritual. 

The booies of Warren Al- 
bert Marcello, also known as 
Warren Marcel, 30, of New- 


ark and Michael Allen Huff, 
19, of Orange, were found in 
Weequahic Park in the city’s 
South Ward. Their heads 
were found in a gutter in the 
Central Ward. 

A police spokesman said 
'there were indications the 
victims were connected with 
the Black Muslims, but he 
would not elaborate. 


Gunman kills 2 pedestrians 


NEW YORK — A young 
man armed with a pistol 
killed two men and wounded, 
two others yesterday in a 
wild outbreak of gunfire 
amid sidewalk crowds in hn«- 


tims were among a group of 
bystanders who pursued him 
in full cry after he killed a 
passerby :n a brief alterca- 
tion. 


I '3 
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MIAMI FORECAST 


Gilda remains a fhreat. 
to southeast Florida. 

All interests should, 
keep in touch with- latest 
advices and be ready for 
quick action if warnings, 
become necessary today. 
Win d r with frequent 
showers and occasional 
squalls. Temperatures 
mostly in the 70s. North- 
easterly winds 20 to 30 
m.p.h. occasionally higher 
in squalls and probably 
increasing today. Small 
craft should remain in 
port. 

GREATER MIAMI 
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FRATES FUOYD PEARSON STEWART PROEN2A & RICHMAN 


WM. SNOW FRATES 
ROBERT L. FLOYD 
RAY H. PEARSON 
LARRY S. STEWART 
MORRIS C.PROENZA 
GERALD F. RICH MAN 
JAMES O. LITTLE 
•ALAN G. GREER 
3CRTMA CLAIRE LEE 
ANOREW C. MALL 
KENNETH J.WCIL 
JOHN M. BRUMBAUGH 
IRA M. LEC S FIELD 
STEPHEN N. ZACS 
SHERRTLL MARTENS DUNAJ 
WM. BRUCE HARPER. JR. 
CHRISTIAN O. SEARCY 
TULLY SCOTT 


PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 
TWELFTH FLOOR CONCORD BUILDING 
MIAMI. FLORIDA 33130 


October 19, 1973 


AREA CODE 305 
TELEPHONE 377-OZ-SI 


Mr. Carmine Bellino 
Miami, Florida 

Dear Mr. Bellino: 

As you are still in our office -examining Mr; Rebozo’s records, 
we are hand delivering this letter to you. I am attaching a 
copy of article in the Miami News which is self-explanatory. 

I was shocked after reading the article because obviously its 
source had to be one of the individuals who participated in the 
conference of October 17, 1973. 


We again request that you give us a copy of any notes, worksheets 
or summaries that you make while you are examining the records 
and that since the records that you are examining are Mr. 
Rebozo's personal records which have no relation to the mandate 
of the Select Committee, that if any of the information contained . 
therein is leaked to the press or any other source, that we intend 
to hold you, other members of the Committee's staff and the 
members of the Committee itself liable. 



WSFrmg 
Enc. • 

Hand delivered 
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WASHINGTON — . The 
Senate Watergate com- 
mittee’s chief investigator is 
studying the bank records of 
President Nixon’s close 
friend, Bebe Rebozo in con- 
nection with a contribution 
from billionaire Howard 
Hughes. 

Sources said the investiga- 
tor, Carmine Bellino, was in 
Florida yesterday working on 
the Hughes-Rebozo connec- 
tion and attempting to 
reconstruct Rebozo’s 


complex financial holdings in 
the state. 

Rebozo's bank records* it 
was said, were obtained by 
sub pen a from the Key 
Biscayne bank of which 
Rebozo is president and 
board chairman. 

It also was learned yester- 
day that Rebozo’s handling 
of the Hughes cash is being 
investigated by Special Wa- 
tergate prosecutor Archibald 
Cox and the Internal Reve- 
nue Service. 


Headless bodies found in park 


NEWARK, N.J. — The 
headless bodies of two young 
black men were found in a 
park here yesterday, and po- 
lice said they were investi- 
gating the possibility the 
men were victims of a Black 
Muslim vengeance rituaL 
Tne booies of Warren Al- 
bert Marcello, also known as 
Warren Marcel, 30, of New- 


ark and Michael Alien Huff, 
19, of Orange, were found in 
Weequahic Park in the city’s 
South Ward. Their heads 
were found in a gutter in the 
Central Ward. 

A police spokesman said 
‘there were indications , the 
victims were connected with 
the Black Muslims, but he 
would cot elaborate. 


Gunman kills 2 

NEW YORK — A young 
man armed with a pistol 
killed two men and wounded 
two others yesterday in a 
wild outbreak of gunfire 
amid sidewalk crowds in hirc- 


pedesirians 

* 

tints were among a group of 
bysrandt rs who pursued him 
in full cry after he killed a 
passerby :a a brief alterca- 
tion. 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 3 


(Safe Depcs- : Box Lease: 





Dale: J“l]f ... 1S68 


fTr.e uncersig-ed leases Safe Deposit Box No. _ 22,4 an annual rental of 

i ^ Dollars, suo jeci to routes anc Regulations and acknowledges receipt of 


two Keys 


Special Stipulations^ 







t-tsm-DefUTY 




LCS5CC 



“VISITATION RECORD 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 4 



as Rules and Reg ula tions of the said lessor -in force at this data; as recited on a receipt issued to us 
ot of rent, and to such Rules and Regulations as may be hereafter adopted by said lessor. 


that each ot us may appoint attorneys or deputies to base access to or surrender said sale and may 
'* such appointment made oy either d as, and that until the receipt by said lessor at its office or 
ere said sale is located of written notice of revocation of any power of attorney or deputy appoinr- 
con elusive notice of the death or legal incapacity ol either of us, any action of said lessor in reliance 
power of attorney or deputy appointment or in permitting the other of us to have access to said safe 
rpese shall be fully binding upon both of us and our respective heirs, executors, administrators, per- 
sseutatives; committee and assigns, and to that extent such power of attorney, deputy appointment 
h authorization to each of us shall not be deemed to have been revolted by the death or legal inca- 
siher of us, * nd we jointly and severally agree to indemnify said lessor against any unauthorized act 
I us or of such attorney or deputy. 


itsstt c£fu*r 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 5 


C«C» Kebozo^ oy Cj iroiyg Raboz o _ ■ , * 633 

_ I aT7»n3*« |*no M 


HOUR 


VISITATION R8CORO 


MHA9 C*«5»NEf« FORM 3041 tUUX 


C Daie: 

undersigned leases Safe Deposit Box No. — ot an annual rental of 

5" . 5Q _ Dollars, subject to Rules and Regulations and acknowledges receipt of 

* two keys 3*90. 

^Special Stipulations: 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 6 

ERONTIEH HOTEL 

LAS VEGAS, N EVA DA 8 9 I I -4 


(AREA CODE 702) 73a —OHO 


RICHARD G- DANNER 

MANAGING DIRECTOR 


February 24, 1971 


Mr. Charles G. Rebozo 
Key Biscayne Bank 
Key Biscayne, Florida 

Dear Bebe : 

I am attaching hereto an advertisement of the Royal Biscayne 
Hotel, which ad I have now seen in various publications over 
the last several months. Frankly, it has aroused many specula- 
tions in my mind, basically, how could an attractive person like 
this, with the obvious charms, have been able to come over to 
Key Biscayne repeatedly and invade the domain of the man-eating 
tiger (pardon the expression), and still be able to at least 
keep her bikini. 

It occurs to me that either there is something going on behind 
your back, or that old Father Time has finally got you in his 
clutches. Or, (and I hate to think this) those certain psycho- 
logical changes I detected in you a couple of years ago, such as 
constant invitations for me to stay at your house, have finally 
changed the direction of your interests. Of course, there is a 
final thought, namely, that you have fallen far behind in your 
homework. 

If I do not see this ad any further, then I can only assume that 
you have asserted your rights on Key Biscayne and are back to 
normal. Please let me hear from you and don*t be embarrassed to 
tell your old friend and confidant the truth [ 

Sincerely, 

fd&A 

Richard G. Danner 
Managing Director 

RGD : ah 
Enclosure 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 7 


I larch 1, 


1971 


2'r. Richard Danner 
Managing Director 
Frontier Hotel 
las Vegas, Nevada 89114 

Dear Richard : 

Received your epistle of February 24. Only a third 
degree depraved nind could have given birth to 
thoughts such as those expressed therein. 

Maybe on the other hand, it is the frustration bit 
you experienced by "mis -reading" the invitation to 
stay at say house, which I have on occasion inadvisedly 
extended you. Frankly you are not my type. But 
have no fear or concern about this happening again. 

Now that I am acquainted. with your warped thinking. 
I'll make arrangements upon your next visit to stay 
at the Y.M.C.A. . * - 


You ask that I should not be embarrassed to tell an 
"old" friend the truth. I hope you can take it. 

Sincerely, 


C. G. Rebozo 


CGIUjl 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 8 


FRONTIER- HOTEL 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89114 


(AREA CODE 703) 73A-OHO 


RICHARD G. DANNER 
MANAGING Dl RtClOR 


March 3, 1970 


Mr. C.G. Rebozo 
Bank of Key Biscayne 
Key Biscayne, Fla. 

Dear Bebe: 

I am attaching hereto a letter from Ed Morgan, together 
with some newspaper articles all on the subject of school 
busing. Ed and I were discussing this subject when he 
proposed the constitutional theory as set out in his 
letter and I asked that he develop it further and give me 
the benefit of his thinking. It occurred to me that 
some of your friends up the line might be interested in 
his comments. \ 

In my opinion Morgan is one of the best trial and appeal 
attorneys in the country. An examination of his record 
will reflect that he rarely loses a case on appeal, 
because of his intimate knowledge of the law and the 
Constitution. 

I whole heartedly agree with his observations that this 
issue is going to become of paramount importance in the 
days ahead. The great rank and file of the people who 
have accepted integration, civil rights, etc., in good 
spirit will simply blow up when it comes to the question 
of busing, and will vigorously oppose such efforts. 

Let me have your reaction. 


RGD/ms 


Sincere personal regards. 


Richard G. Danner 
Managing Director 


Att: 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 9 

FRONTIER HOTEL 


LAS VEGAS, N EVA DA ©911-4 


fAHEA CODE 702) 73-4-0110 


RICHARD G. DANNER 
managing oirectob 

March 17, 1970 


Mr. C. G. Rebozo 
Bank of Key Biscayne 
Key Biscayne, Fla. 

Dear Bebe: 

I am attaching hereto a five page memorandum addressed to 
"Whom it may Concern" and a two page digest of the former 
as per our conversation. 


It occurs to me that the A.E.C*, by continuing to conduct 
underground tests, is moving into the realm of the unknown, 
with the resultant danger that, should the A.E*C, have mis- 
calculated, catastrophic effects could ensue. For example, 
should an earthquake be generated, which along with the 
natural devastating effects of an earthquake, would also 
break open the sealed underground chambers causing the latter 
to release the stored up radioactive materials into the 
underground water system, as well as into the atmosphere, 
the damage could be incalcuable. 

I think everyone realizes, by the same token, that there are 
probably great and over-riding reasons stemming from our 
national security requirements that may dictate that these 
tests continue even if there are serious risks that have to 
be taken. 

If it is possible on your part, I would sincerely appreciate 
having a scientific explanation as to why these fears of 
earthquakes or contamination are groundless, or a simple 
explanation that our national existence is dependent upon 
our ability to further develop and refine our nuclear 
capabilities . 

V 

Sincere personal wishes, 

Richard G. Danner 
RGD/ms ! Managing Director 


Enc . 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

The resumption of megaton-plus nuclear weapons testing 
at the Nevada Test Site dictates that authoratative 
literature be reviewed to determine if possible , the 
continued need for such events in light of the'^detri- 
mental effect produced by resultant radioactive materials 
being dumped into our environment. 

The authorities for both the A.E.C. and the Presidents 
Committee, who conducted research studies on problems 
resulting from nuclear blasts, have not developed a common 
understanding among themselves, or within themselves, as 
to detrimental results to be expected. 

To be sure, as stated by the A.E.C. , the larger part of 
the harmful, radioactive materials seemingly remains 
sealed within the molten rocklined blast chamber created 
at the time of the explosion; however, the earth moving 
effects resulting from subsequent megaton blasts and 
from movement along natural faults will undoubtedly 
shatter the walls of these sealed chambers thereby creating 
avenues of escape for the nuclear materials. The unknown 
factor concerning natural fault phenomena is time in that 
no one has ever been able to predict instants of occur ance. 
Southern Nevada is one of the highly faulted areas on 
Earth and the majority of the rock present are competent 
to the degree that fault zones remain unsealed by gouge 
material. These fault zones can, and do, furnish ready 
avenues for the passage of fluids from a source to points 
of escape at considerable distances from the Test Site . 

The A.E.C. in S.J.Res. 155 (Committee on Foreign Relations - 
United States Senate) report that "three out of ten signi- 
ficant leaks at the Nevada Test Site occurred via earth- 
quake faults or fissures". These instances were observed 
in the few days following an explosion and were, undoubtedly, 
made possible as a result of. earth movements created by the 
blast. It is most probable that a natural fault occurring 
in the vicinity of the blast at some future date can cause 
similar leakage of currently confined radioactive material. 

In the NVO-28 (Safety Involving Detonation of Nuclear 
Devices - May, 1966) it is stated by Frank W. Stead of the 
U.S.G.S. "Very few of the underground nuclear explosions 
to date have been detonated in saturated rock below the 
water table; in even fewer cases has post-explosion 
exploration been sufficient to obtain meaningful samples". 
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In a report by Tom Humphrey, Hydrologist for the A.E.C., 
delivered to a group of hydrologist in Carson City (1969) 
he stated that auxiliary wells have been drilled around 
certain blast holes for the purpose of determining the 
degree of lateral perculation of radioactive-effected 
waters and, as of that date, movement of these waters had 
been only tens of feet. In view of the fact that wells 
are largely bottomed above the existing water table, it 
seems most probable that any critical movement of water 
will be downward from the blast chamber rather than 
laterally and that an increased volume of rain water will 
be introduced into the contaminated areas because of the 
catchment basin effect created by surface craters. Access 
of these waters to fracture and fault systems can result 
in their moving considerable distances from the contami- 
nated source. 

A most important issue which became apparent during the 
megaton tests is that of creating earth movements of a 
magnitude comparable to those which occur during natural . 
earthquakes. Certain comments by well known authorities 
on. the subject of seismology are: 

1* Dr. Frank Oliver, Professor of Geology at 
, Columbia University, stated that, "The re- 
cords of the largest earthquakes frequently 
indicate that the main seismic event began 
with a small disturbance, and, in a sense, 
was triggered by it. Thus it appears pos- 
sible that a large earthquake could be 
triggered directly by the smaller earth- 
quakes that the explosion might generate, 
provided the large earthquake was eminent." 

2. Dr. James Brune, principal earthquake con- 
sultant for A.E.C., states, "In many cases 

..... larger earthquakes may be considered suc- 
cessions of triggered events rather than 
smoothly propagated ruptures." 

3. Dr. Frank Press, Professor of Geophysics, 

M.I.T., states, "Unfortunately * a series of * 
tests with progressively increasing yields 
is a precaution of uncertain value if the 
instability mechanism which triggers an 
earthquake has a threshfold. In my opinion, 
the need to test at these large yields must 
be very compelling to justify the risk". 


10166 


Each of these men is a scientist who, by force of profes- 
sion, states that lack of information limits the ability 
to prophesy time and degree of earthquake occurrehces, 
but they do point out that earth ruptures resulting from 
the megaton explosions at the Nevada Test Site are of a 
major magnitude. 

A condition which should concern all Las Vegans is the 
presence of two recognizable faults, having vertical 
displacements up to thirty feet, which run in a northwesterly- 
southeasterly direction through the city. Although these 
faults are apparently not currently active they have been 
so during Quarternary time, or within the last 250,000 years. 
Should the effect of nuclear explosive stress be accumlating 
along these fault alignments they too could be rejuvenated. 

In testimony presented to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy on January 28, 1970, Dr. J. W. Gofman and Dr, A. R, 
Tamplin in their Doc. No. GT-114-70 titled A Proposal 
For At Least A Ten Fold Reduction in the FRC Guidelines 
For Radiation Exposure to the Population-At-Large Supportive 
Evidence. They stated "The most potent enemy of atomic 
energy development is not truth, but is false optimism and 
an ostrich-like approach of refusal to examine the possible 
risks in- a reasonable fashion" . These men estimate that 
exposure of the U. S. population to F.R.C. (Federal Radiation 
Council) guidelines of 0.17 rads per year would lead to 
16,000 extra cases of cancer annually in the U.S.A. Today, 
the only way in which we might change that number is to in- 
crease it materially, since abundant evidence we have recently 
uncovered indicates very strongly that the true situation is 
even worse. 

In Senate Joint Resolution No. 155 on Page 88 under the 
topic of Containment of Radioactivity , Dr. Larson’s 
testimony.... 

A very substantial amount of data is in hand 
on the containment of nuclear explosions over 
a broad range of yields, leading to a good 
understanding of the techniques necessary for 
its accomplishment. Scaling laws have been 
developed whereby the depth of burial required 
to contain an underground explosion can be 
calculated with a high degree of confidence. 

Test emplacement practices that are used today 
assure comfortable margins of containment 
safety; for intermediate and high yield tests 
there has never been any radioactive leakage. 


♦ 
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This principle of scaling can be interpreted to mean the 
planned test in March in "A" megaton is of a greater yield 
than previously agreed would be detonated at the Nevada 
Test Site. To recap from Exhibit A on Page 19 of the same 
document : 


Boxcar Apr. 26y- 1968 
Benham Dec. 19, 1968 
Jorum Sept. 16, 1969 
Milrow Oct. 2, 1969 
— Mar., 1970 


Nevada Test 
Nevada Test 
Nevada Test 
Amchitka 
Nevada Test 


Site 3,800' 
Site 4,600* 
Site 3,800* 
4,000' 

Site 5,200+' 


= 1.2 meg. 

- 1.1 meg . 
= A meg . 

- A meg. 

- 7 > 


Dr. Frank Press' quotation Page 7 Definition of Calibration ; 

"It is an escalation of test, planned in this 
case from around one up to 5 megatons. It is a 
question of sort of pushing your luck, and when 
something goes wrong at one particular point, 
then we can stand back and say that this is most 
unfortunate, that we should not have escalated 
to that point and degree". The spartan is the 
long range interceptor in the projected safeguard 
antiballistic missile system. Its explosive power 
is believed to be two megatons (equivalent to two 
million tons of TNT) , twice the force of the 
largest underground blasts yet conducted. It is 
not known if the 1200'+ depth difference planned 
for the next detonation is adequate to contain 
this possible escalation. Dr. Frank Press also 
has stated, "... and the fact that the large ex- 
plosion being planned are without precedent, sug- 
gests that previous experience may not be pertinent" . 


It cannot be denied that "testing underground does not 
lessen the amount of radioactivity which an explosion 
creates; it simply changes the initial routes which it 
takes, as it begins its almost endless re-circulation 
in the air, water, soil and food-chains of this planet". 

Dr. Pitzer stated on Page 35: "Thus, in my judgment both 

the long-range safety of all mankind, as well as the im- 
mediate safe’ty of those in central Nevada, in Alaska, and 
on the coast of the North Pacific, would be better served 
by postponing megaton nuclear test at this time and by 
initiating an open, broad-based review of all aspects of 
this situation". 


Dilution, of course, does not eliminate the radiation; 
a curie is a curie, no matter how fast the radioactive 
substance is diluted. 
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Since many radioactive substances last for generations 
and even thousands of years, every leak (off-site or 
on-site) adds to the planet* s total radioactive pol- 
lution. 

The Congressional panel chaired by Professor Harvey 
Brooks quoted in S.J.Res. 155, on Page 40: 

"Indeed, the very essence of the Panel* s 
concern about the narrowness of the criteria 
that currently dominate technological choices 
is a conviction that the present system fails 
to give all effective interests effect repre- 
sentation in the crucial process of decision." 

This narrowness of criteria does not allow a comprehensive 
accumulation of data for arms control, medical, environ- 
mental and pollution effects to be studied and analytically 
equated to the pressing need for further megaton test in 
light of United States existing nuclear overkill capability. 
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Is the resumP t ^ on °f megaton-plus nuclear weapons testing 
at the Nevada site necessary? Is it as safe as we are led to 
believe? We ask these questions because responsible authorities 
are not in agreement as to the possible detrimental results. 

Some authorities point out that scaling laws have been 
formulated whereby the depth of burial required to contain the 
underground explosions can be calculated with a high degree of 
confidence. OtH^authorities are just as positive that 
possibilities of increased environment pollution and earth 
movements comparable to large earthquakes exist to a very high 
degree. 

Who is right is not known, however, if the doubt exists 
shouldn’t the underground nuclear testing be terminated until 
the doubt is erased. 

To be sure the larger part of the radioactive materials 
seemingly remains in the blast chamber, however, earth move- 
ments along natural faults with subsequent blasts could shatter 
the walls of these sealed chambers, thereby creating avenues 
of escape for the radioactive materials. Southern Nevada is 
one of the most highly faulted areas in the world. Thus, it 
is also probable that a natural earthquake, occurring in the 
vicinity of the blast chambers, could cause leakage of currently 
confined radioactive materials. 

Water movement through the blast areas is also not fully 
known. Large amounts of radioactive materials could be 
released by future detonations and carried via faults and 
fractures considerable distances from the contaminated source. 

Authorities on seismology have noted that large earthquakes 
frequently began with small distrubances . The instability 
mechanism which triggers earthquakes is unknown. Las Vegans 
should know that the city sits on two large faults. With 
continued underground testing stress could accumulate and the 
faults might be rejuvenated. 

Testing underground does not lesson radioactivity, it simply 
changes the initial routes as it begins its almost endless 
recirculation into the air, water, soil and food chains of the 
planet. 

Since many radioactive substances generated by the testing 
last for thousands of years and there is a reasonable and real 
doubt as to the validity of current testing criteria in relation 
to pollution and the generation of large earth movements 
shouldn’t we stop and reevaluate? Can we afford to continue 
working with unknowns when their effect on our diminishing 
environment is uncertain? 
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Source from which some information was gathered are: 

NVO-28 (Safety Involving Detonation of Nuclear Devises), May 1966 
Frank W. Stead of U.S.G.S. 

Dr. Frank Oliver, Professor. of Geology at Columbia University 

Dr. James Brune, principle earthquake consultant for A.E.C.-'"*' 

Dr. Frank Press, Professor of Geophysics, M.I.T. 

* 

Senate Joint Resolution No. 155, Page 88, under the topic 
Containment of Radioactivity also Dr. Pitzer, Page 35 

S.J. Resolution 155, Page 40. 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 10 


Julv 30, 1970 


L : j *3 1 i \ jH 




M 


- ^ licgazin^j 


Hock e fallow Canter 
New York, N.Y. 10020. 


Dear Sir: 

I vas never so shocked and disgusted as when I picked 
up your July 31, 1970 issue of Life Magazine. The 

leering countenance on the cover is bad enough, but I 
recognized the jacket worn by- the character as one 
that I owned which mysteriously disappeared on the 
occasion of a visit to Key Biscsyne. 

I tried to read the article, but became so bored with 
the many inaccuracies (references to good locks, money, 
generosity, intelligence; etc.), that I threw the whole 
ness in the wastebasket. 


Please consider this as try request that you cancel ny 
subscription to “Life" and I am having all copies* of 
the offensive publication removed from our newsstand! 


Disgustedly, 


RGD/ms 


Richard G. Danner 
Manacrinc? Director 


cc : 


Bebe Rebozo 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 11 



V PR LG A4 47 HF PDB FAX CAS VEGS NEV 7 6 5SP PDT 1970 OCT j PM 10 4! 
\j C G REBOZO BANK OF KEY BISCAYNE 
^ RPT DLY 4 S Wc_J" 01 ^ % A X^\c 

KEY BISCAYNE MIAMI FLO^V/? 

IVE JUST LISTENED TO THE PRESIDENTS SPEECH ON VIETNAM IT WAS 
OUTSTANDING AND PRECSELY TO THE POINT, PLEASE EXTEND MY PERSONAL 
KST WISHES TO HIM ON HIS PROPOSALS SUCCESS 
DICK DANNER LAS VEGAS NEV 

(715 


SF-1201 (RS-CT) 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 12 
ROBERT J. BIRD 

U^O CONNECTICUT AVENUE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20030 


April 12, 1971 


Mr. C. G. Rebozo 

Key Biscayne Bank Building 

Key Biscayne, Florida 33149 

Dear Mr. Rebozo: 

When do you think it would be the 
proper time to get Dick Danner geared 
up for next year. According to the 
press, he is having problems out there 
and since I know we will need him, 
maybe one of us should talk to him. 
What do you think? 


With kind regards. 



RJB/djr 
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April 21, 1971 


Mr. Robert J. Bird 
1140 Connecticut Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding Dick 
Danner. Presently I think perhaps no action should 
be taken in that relation, until I have had a chance 
to discuss several matters with Dick. 

Thank you for thinking of it. 

Sincerely, 


C. G. Rebozo 
CGR: j 1 


A TRUE COPY 


10175 


Rebozo Exhibit No. 13 



DESERT INN 


Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 


EXECUTIVE OFFICES 


May 14, 1971 


{area 702) 73S-II22 
cable.' DESERTINN 


Mr. C. G. Rebozo 

Key Biscayne Bank Building 

Key Biscayne, Florida 33149 

Dear Bebe: 

Despite your rude note, "for your information, no acknowledge- 
ment necessary,' 5 I must reply to the clipping that you sent me 
from the Miami Herald of Nixon Smiley's column concerning the 
Cash kidnapping case. 

I thought this matter had long ago been straightened out, since it 
happened some 33 years ago, but as you probably will remember. 
Sheriff Coleman had nothing to do with the solution of this case 
other than quite by coincidence. He gave Franklin Pierce McCall 
a ride up to Miami from Princeton and turned McCall over to me 
with the statement that McCall wanted to talk to some F. B. I. agent. 

It was your friend Danner who finally broke McCall down and got 
his confession. Coleman had nothing to do with it but was smart 
enough after the case broke to remember that he had given McCall 
transportation to Miami. 

I don't intend to write to the Herald to try to straighten them out, 
but it does grieve me to see them use a story that was an effort to 
attempt to malign the Director and which has long since been 
thorougly discounted. The Miami Herald really goofed this one, 
and I suppose that for the next century they will continue to justify 
their violation of a confidence, which incidentally no other newspaper, 
wire service nor news media violated. 

Jim Golden tells me you have not been feeling well, which I am 
sorry to hear. I wonder if it could be your cooking, and if it is, if 
you weren't so penurious, I would be happy to come down as your 
guest for a few days or a month and fix you some meals that might 
straighten you out (comped, of course.) 

Everything is going fine out here, except that I am working too 
hard but I am enjoying it. Let me hear from you. 


Sincerely, 



Richard G. Danner 


HGD/ss 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 14 

May 19, 1971 


Mr. Richard G. Danner 
Desert Inn 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89109 
Dear Dick: 

The newspaper clipping which I sent you did not con- 
form with what you had previously told me, that is why 
I thought you would be interested. 

Don* t ever suffer under any illusion that the Miami 
Herald "straightens anything out". As you know, it is 
open season on the Director, and for that matter, law 
and order in general. The Miami Herald's "goofing" 
this one certainly does not establish a precedent as 
we all know they are old hands at this. 

Glad to know that everything is working out well with 
you. 

Warm regards. 

S incerely, 


C. G. Rebozo 
CGR: j 1 


A TRUE COPY 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 15 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

September 10, 1971 



New York sources advise the following scattered pieces of 
* information: 

A) A discreet look at the newspaper’s publication calendar 
has been accomplished. There is no indication at this time that 
the subject series of articles will appear during the month of 
September. However, this could be subject to change because of 
the high priority being given to the article. 

B) Unusual and highly secretive steps have been taken to 
prevent the substance of the article from becoming known to other 
employees. 

C) A trusted member of the newspaper’s staff has stated 
that heavy outside pressure is being exerted to uncover the 
details of the story before publication. This pressure is 
independent of the efforts being programmed from my office. 

D) A firm consensus has been reached that Ed Guthman of 
the L, A. Times is close to this matter. It is alleged that 
he was in Hew York at the time of the planning stages of the 
inquiry. 

E) Robert Greene, leader of the investigative group, has 
been in both Washington and Florida within the past two weeks. 

Will continue to push and follow through on this matter. 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 16 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 

October l**, 1971 

L/ 


MH10RANDUM FOR JOHN W. DEAN, 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


JACK CAULFIELD 


NEVSDAY ARTICLE 
KENNEDY FOUNDATI 



ERTEDLY FINANCED BY 



Proving this assertion may not be possible. As you know, 
it is based upon Bebe’s observation that Greene and 
Guthman are Kennedy loyalists and that Moyers is now with 
the Kennedy Foundation. 


I cannot believe that a matter of this sensitivity would \ 
be identifiable through normal investigative technique. \ 
It seems to me that we need harder input than now at hand \ 
in order to proceed. 


I would suggest, however, that consideration be given 
to an oblique Nofziger media drop vis a vis the Kennedys, 
Newsday, the L.A. Times et al - a sort of an alert that 
ve are aware . 


i 

\ 

\ 
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Rebozo Exhibit No. 17 


v. 


How this transaction was handled maybe highly relevant to an 

> 

understanding of Mr. Rebozo's procedures for handling campaign funds. Mr. 
Rebozo's testimony doesn't explain adequately why he got the money in this 
manner, and we reiterate he has offered no proof of the campaign expenses 
for which, he has testified, this was repayment. 

Section (3) of the subpoena (as narrowed to the period from November \ 

-fs /'»\*. Kphozo /fy 

6, 1968, to the present by section (4) of the subpoena dated January 24, 1974^ yy 

has also not been complied with. These records tie in directly to the transaction 
described in Section (2) of this subpoena. On April 15, 1969* Mr. Rebozo 
signed a check on the account of the Florida Nixon for President Committee to 
the Thomas Wakefield Special Account. The $4, 562. 38 that Mr. Rebozo has 
testified was for his personal expenses came from this money. If indeed the 

money was to repay Mr. Rebozo for 1968 campaign expenses, the records of 

» 

the Florida Nixon for President Committee should reflect that fact. 


31-889 0 - 74 - 32 
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V. Subpoena dated January 24, 1974, to Charles G. Rebozo personally 

y sjav' . &?'J, )• 

Section (2) of this subpoena has not been complied with; it reads as 


follows: 


And bring with you pursuant to Senate Resolution 60 of the 93rd 
Congress the following: 

(2) Any and all original documents and original records which relate 
to the transfer of $4, 562. 38 on June 28, 1972 from the Thomas 
H. Wakefield Special .Account #2-1691 to the Wakefield, Hewitt 
and Webster Trust Account .#1-0673 and which relate to the deposit, 
expenditure, disbursement or transfer of said funds from the 
Wakefield, Hewitt and Webster Trust Account including, but not 
limited to, books, files, ledgers, books of accounts, correspondence, 
notes, surveys, receipts, appointment books, diaries, memoranda, 
checks, check stubs , deposit slips, bank statements, petty cash 
records, telephone records, credit card vouchers and bills, expense 
reports, airline and railroad records, savings records, loan records, 
fund-raising records and records of gifts of cash, securities, and 
in-kind contributions. 

Mr. Rebozo has testified that this transaction was accomplished as it 

. , . j • — 

was his way of paying himself for certain campaign expenses he incurred during 
the 1968 Presidential Campaign. The Select Committee has received no 
documentation supporting the claim. We do know the following: 

a. ) the transaction involving the $4, 562. 38 occurred shortly after the 
Watergate break-in and in the midst of the 1972 Presidential Campaign, raising 
questions about such a late date for reimbursement of 1968 expenses. 

b. ) the method adopted, which included setting up the Thomas Wakefield 
Special Account #2-1 691 on April 11, 1969, under Mr. Rebozo's control, is not 

an ordinary method for reimbursement of out-of-pocket expenses. 


THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 1974 


U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on 
Presidential Campaign Activities, 

Washington , D.C. 

The Select Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 :22 p.m., in room 
337 Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Sam J. Ervin, Jr., chair- 
man. 


Present : Senator Ervin. 

Also present : Terry Lenzner, assistant chief counsel. 

[The following testimony was given prior to the arrival of Senator 
Ervin.] 


TESTIMONY OP HERBERT W. KALMBACH, ACCOMPANIED BY 

EDWARD P. MORGAN, COUNSEL 


Mr. Lenzner. This is a continuation in executive session. In public 
testimony, Mr. Kalmbach has been previously sworn. 

Mr. Kalmbach, did you have occasion to discuss with Mr. Rebozo 
your fundraising activities in 1969 or 1970 ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. It would be my recollection that I did. 

Mr. Lenzner. And what was the purpose of you discussing those 
with him at that time. 

In other words, were you asking him for specific names of 
people? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I recall that in one instance, Mr. Rebozo set it 
up for me to see a prospective contributor, Mr. J. Paul Getty, in 
Europe. 

And, I am certain that he was aware — well aware — of my fund- 
raising activities in 1970. 

Mr. Lenzner. So you think you had your discussion with him 
sometime in 1970 ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. That is my recollection as to Mr. Getty. 

Mr. Lenzner. Who asked you to see Mr. Rebozo with regard to 
Mr. Getty, if you recall ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I don’t recall that. I don’t recall if he talked to 
me about it and he initiated it, or if someone suggested that I talk 
to him. I saw him from time to time in connection with the San 
Clemente property in matters involving the President, and I think 
probably it came up during one of those discussions, that he suggested 
that I talk to Mr. Getty, and I remember that he mentioned a Mr. 
C. Lansing Hays, who is Mr. Getty’s attorney in New York. 

I think there were other instances such as the Getty solicitation, but 
at this time I don’t remember what they are. 
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Mr. Lenzner. Did he indicate to you when he initiated your 
seeing Mr. Getty, that the President had asked him to talk to you 
about that and asked you to do something about the Getty con- 
tribution? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did Mr. Rebozo, or anybody else, indicate that 
these funds were to be set aside for use other than for political con- 
tributions ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I do not recall that. It was my understanding, 
and is my present recollection, that Mr. Getty was to be solicited for 
the 1970 senatorial campaign program, in which I was the primary 
solicitor of funds. And as I recall that, Mr. Getty pledged, I think 
it was $50,000, and that pledge was realized on by Mr. Gleason dealing 
with Mr. Hays in New York. But that is my recollection. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you know if the funds went to the campaign 
oi’ went to some other 

Mr. Kalmbach. I don’t know. 

Mr. Lenzner. You don’t know how they were used? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I made the solicitation and received the pledge, 
and as I say, Mr. Lenzner, I am not sure whether it was $50,000 or 
$100,000, but it is my best memory that it was $50,000. 

Mr. Lenzner. But you are not aware of who asked Mr. Rebozo, 
if anybody did, to talk to you about seeing Mr. Getty ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. No, I am not. I had the feeling at the time — 
and this is just an impression — that he had known Mr. Getty per- 
sonally from earlier days, and this is something he would set up for 
me, since I had never met Mr. Getty before that time. 

Mr. Lenzner. Would you remember when you went to see Mr. 
Getty ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. Yes, I would. I think it was in August of 1970, 
but I am not absolutely certain of that. 

Mr. Lenzner. And your conversation with Mr. Rebozo was some- 
time prior to the summer of 1970 ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I think that is true. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall where that conversation took place ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. No. It could have taken place in San Clemente or 
in Washington, or it could have been by telephone. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall if anybody else was with you during 
that discussion ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I do not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you and Mr. Rebozo and President Nixon ever 
have joint conversations with regard to potential or specific con- 
tributors ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. No, I recall no such joint conversations. 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you ever have a conversation with the President 
with regard to specific contributors and contributions ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. Excuse me. Would you restate that question, 
please? 

Mr. Lenzner. Did you and President Nixon ever discuss specific 
contributors or contributions ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I don’t recall any conversations that were finance 
oriented. I think there were conversations that I had with the Presi- 
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dent from time to time where I would talk about a particular, con- 
tributor, but I don’t recall any meetings that I had with the President 
where the purpose of the meeting was to talk to him about campaign 
finance. I think it came up during the course of conversation. 

Mr. Lenzner. Have you ever on occasion discussed the Hughes’ 
contribution with President Nixon ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I have not. 

Mr. Lenzner. Do you recall sometime in 1968 or 1969 discussing 
with Mr. Jack Gleason, Gleason’s conversations with Rebozo with 
regard to the acceptance of a contribution from somebody living 
abroad ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I am not certain of your question. 

Mr. Lenzner. Let’s go off the record. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lenzner. Back on the record. 

* Did Mr. Rebozo suggest to you that you talk to Mr. Crosby, the 
Lead of Resorts International, to obtain political contributions? 

Mr. Kalmbach. Would you repeat the question? 

Mr. Lenzner. On one occasion did Mr. Rebozo suggest to you that 
you ought to talk to a Mr. Crosby ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. Yes. 

Mr. Lenzner. And he is the head of the Paradise Island Resorts, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. He was head of an organization that I knew as 
Resorts International, and I think that I saw Mr. Crosby on several 
occasions, and one of the prime reasons that I would see him was 
to — I had the impression that he had not been given some recognition 
by the administration, and it was more of an expression that he 
was considered as a good friend, and please see him, Herb. 

And I remember on one occasion, I — and I don’t know whether Mr. 
Rebozo scheduled this for me or whether I took the initiative — in see- 
ing him for the pledge to the 1970 senatorial campaign program, 
which as I remember, the pledge was initially $25,000, and eventually, 
my memory tells me, eventually the amount of the contribution to 
that program was $5,000. 

Also, at this point I want to make it clear, I think that during 
the 1969 program, I think your earlier question was whether I was 
raising funds at that time, and the only funds that I recall that I 
received in 1969 was the $100,000 from Milton Semer, and I don’t 
recall whether I advised Mr. Rebozo about that or not. But I am 
sure that Mr. Rebozo was aware of my trust funds that I had under 
my control. 

Mr. Lenzner. So, you are saying that Mr. Rebozo had noticed 
that you had a considerable amount of money left over after the 
1968 campaigns? 

Mr. Kalmbach. And that I was trustee for those funds. And, 
you know, it would be my memory that he knew of those funds that 
I was holding as trustee. 

Mr. Lenzner. In fact, did he not, in early 1969, and we have 
the checks on this, send you checks with him as signator, checks for 
money that were deposited in your trustee accounts ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. That is correct, but I maintained that as a separate 
trustee account. And I was saying that he was also aware, in addi- 
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tion to that that he sent to me, that he was also aware of the funds 
that I had been asked to act as trustee for by Mr. Stans, on or about 
January 14, 1969. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, can you describe the circumstances surround- 
ing the fact that he did furnish you with funds in 1969 ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. Well, as I remember it, Mr. Lenzner, in February, 
or March I think it was, of 1969 — it could have been April, or in that 
time period — Mr. Rebozo indicated to me that he had certain funds 
left over — as I understood it and as I understand it now — left over, 
I think, from the 1968 campaign. I think the fact is that they were 
funds that I understood were Floridians For Nixon or something 
like that, and again, as I remember it, he asked me to act as trustee 
for those funds, and he sent me, I think in totality $400. First there 
was about $216 and then there was another $200, and I think there 
was only one disbursement out of those funds of some $360 to Mr. 
Caulfield. That, as I remember it, I was authorized to so disburse 
by Mr. Ehrlichman, and it would be my memory that Mr. Ehrlichman 
was aware of these funds that Mr. Rebozo was holding and had been 
holding, and that Mr. Ehrlichman authorized me to accept this 
trusteeship and also that he authorized me to make the disbursement 
to Mr. Caulfield. Now, that is my best memory. 

Now, in addition to this, I have been advised in the past in several 
different meetings such as this, that a $1,000 check was drawn in my 
favor. Now, I don’t have any recollection of such a check. It may 
well be that I did receive it and disbursed it pursuant to some au- 
thority. But I have no recollection of such. 

Mr. Lenzner. Well, we can show that to you later and see if it 
refreshes your recollection. 

Mr. Kalmbach. All right. 

Mr. Lenzner. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lenzner. As you recall now, Mr. Kalmbach — and at some 
point you will want to refresh your recollection from notes that you 
say are over in the Special Prosecutor’s office 

Mr. Kalmbach. That’s correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. But to the best of your recollection, did Mr. Rebozo 
know that the funds that he was sending you were going to be dis- 
bursed, and disbursed for a nonpolitical campaign? 

Mr. Kalmbach. My best recollection is that there was an initial 
mailing to me of this check, with the admonition by Mr. Rebozo 
that this be set up where I am trustee for these funds. And I think 
the initial amount was just a couple of hundred dollars. And, my 
recollection is, too, that this is what I understood at the time, as 
funds that had been left over from the committee, Floridians For 
Nixon. 

Now, I don’t recall at that initial mailing that it was clear that 
Mr. Rebozo knew or advised me that these funds would be later 
disbursed for nonpolitical purposes. But, I think there came a time, 
within a month or two thereafter, where it was evident that a state- 
ment or bill had been received from Mr. Jack Caulfield for activities, 
as Mr. Caulfield alluded to it, these were activities of a person who 
“for the time being shall remain nameless,” that sort of thing, and 
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I did not know at that time who he was talking about. And it would 
be my memory that I needed a couple of hundred dollars more in 
order to cover this check for $360 which was to be disbursed out of 
this trustee account. And that money was sent to me by Mr. Rebozo. 
I then was able to write a check against the then $400 total, leaving 
the present balance, which is still outstanding in the bank, in the 
Security Pacific Bank in Newport Beach, of some $34 or $48, or what- 
ever it is. 

But, I think at the time that the disbursement to Jack Caulfield 
occurred, it would be my impression, which I would like to be 
refreshed on by going through this file, it would be my impression 
(a) that Mr. Rebozo knew that these funds were going to be dis- 
bursed for this purpose, and also (b) that Mr. Ehrlichman knew 
and concurred or further authorized such disbursement. 

Mr. Lenzner. For the record, I want to furnish Mr. Kalmbach 
with what has been previously obtained — which I will represent re- 
flects a partial transcript of an interview with Mr. Charles G. Rebozo 
in Miami, Fla., on October 17, 1973, and I want to furnish these 
materials to Mr. Kalmbach and Mr. Morgan, his attorney, for their 
review with regard to the subject of attorney-client privileges so they 
may have access to this information. 

I will also represent, on the record, that Mr. Rebozo was asked 
under oath this morning which attorneys represented him with 
regard to the question of the $100,000 contribution from Hughes, and 
he responded that Mr. Gemmill did, Kenneth Gemmill, G-e-m-m-i-1-1, 
and that Mr. Griffin also did. When asked if he could name some 
other individuals that he consulted with, he indicated that he con- 
sulted with Mr. Meyer, with the President, President Nixon, and 
with one other individual whose name escapes me now, but who is not 
Mr. Kalmbach. In other words, he did not specify this morning that 
he consulted with Mr. Kalmbach. 

Now, to save time while we are waiting for Senator Ervin, I would 
also like to point out specifically for the record and for Mr. Morgan 
and for Mr. Kalmbach, that in the questions and answers taken from 
the tape, which tape was done because Mr. Frates requested a record- 
ing of the conversation, the following questions and answers were 
given. And I might say that I have heard this tape and I represent 
that the transcript which I am going to ask to be made a part of this 
record is an accurate reflection of what is on the tape as best as I 
could hear it. 

Lenzner. Yes, how about Mr. Kalmbach? Did you ever discuss this with 
him? 

Rebozo. I probably told him about it. He was involved in — I saw him several 
times at the White House and in California. 

Lenzner. And do you remember how it was, were you seeking his advice or 
counsel ? 

Rebozo. I don’t think so. I think it was just a general discussion. You see, 
Kalmbach and I had business discussions naturally, on the San Clemente 
interest. He and I worked on the Yorba Linda house. 

Lenzner. He, at that time, he was not aware of the fact that those funds 
had been supplied to you? 

Rebezo. That is correct. 

Skipping over some immaterial parts. 

Lenzner. Apparently you had met with Mr. Kalmbach in the White House, at 
8 a.m. in late April of this year, do you recall that? 
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Rebozo. Yes, I recall it. It was the day that Haldeman and Ehrlichman 
resigned, he was there. 

And*. 'then I heard the word “principally” and the rest was in- 
audible on the tape. 

Lenzner. Do you recall the tw T o $50,000 contributions came up? 

Rebozo. Yeah, I believe I told him about it. That may be. . . . 

And the rest of that sounded like “the first time” but was pretty 
inaudible. • 

Lenzner. Do you recall specifically what you told him about it and why 
you told him at that time? 

Rebozo. No, other than — I mean, he had been involved in fundraising, and 
it wasn’t going to be any secret. I guess I just told the key people that should 
know about it. 

Lenzner. Did you ask him whether you should send the money back? Did 
that money question arise? 

Rebozo. Well, that was April 30, 1973, and I think the decision was already 
made*. If I did ask, it was just for his opinion. 

Lenzner. Since you were already decided, did you communicate and tell Mm 
that you had already decided to send the money back? 

Rebozo. I don’t know. No. because as I recall the part about the Hughes 
money, it was just an irrelevant part of the conversation, irrelevant. 

Lenzner. The purpose of the meeting was not to discuss that? 

Rebozo. No. 

And then, skipping over another part of that, I later asked : “Did 
you have any other discussions with him?” 

And he answered, Rebozo answered, “I don’t think so.” 

And I am just saying for the record, while we are here, that we 
feel that this conversation plus Mr. Rebozo’s testimony under oath 
yesterday and this morning before the Select Committee indicates 
first, that he never sought any legal advice from Mr. Kalmbach 
according to his own testimony with regard to the $100,000 contri- 
bution. He did not raise the attorney-client privilege when asked 
about that conversation. And if, indeed, such a privilege existed, 
which we believe clearly, the record clearly demonstrates does not, 
he has also clearly waived any privileges he may have had by both 
discussing it with us on October 17, 1973, and by not raising the 
attorney-client privilege at that time. 

Off the record. 

‘Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Lenzner. Mr. Edward P. Morgan is representing Mr. Kalm- 
bach here today. 

Mr. Morgan. Mr. Chairman, in connection with the anticipated 
testimony from Mr. Kalmbach, it perhaps should be indicated at 
this point that Mr. Kalmbach has heretofore had some problem by 
reason of an impression or thought that perhaps the pertinent con- 
versation was covered by the attorney-client privilege. I think I 
perhaps should say upon the record that Mr. Lenzner has acquainted 
me, as Mr. Kalmbach ’s counsel, with statements under oath by Mr. 
Rebozo on two or more occasions which suggest that he did not 
regard it as a conversation covered by the attorney-client privilege, 
that in fact, he did not regard Mr. Kalmbach as his attorney. 

However, in view of the very strict canons in the State of Cali- 
fornia covering this matter with respect to an attorney, before Mr. 
Kalmbach testifies upon this matter, I would appreciate the thoughts 
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of the Chair as to whether it is felt that a bona fide attorney -client 
privilege is involved here. 

Senator Ervin. Have you put this statement in the record? 

On the basis of this statement, I would rule that the statement 
shows that there was not even, from Mr. Rebozo’s standpoint, that 
it was really not — an attorney-client relationship was not created, and 
for that reason, that Mr. Kalmbach would be required to testify. 

Mr. Morgan. With that statement of the chairman, Mr. Kalmbach, 
it is my thought that you should proceed. 

Mr. Lenzner. I think just for the record, may I just ask Mr. 
Kalmbach one or two questions. 

As I understand, Mr. Kalmbach, Mr. Rebozo did not request you 
to do any legal research ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. He did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. And did he pay you any retainer or fee for 
anything ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. No, he did not. 

Mr. Lenzner. And as I understand it, the only concern that you 
had was based merely on the fact that at the time of April 30, 
1972, when he asked to speak to you about — I am sorry, April 30, 
1973 — that on April 30, 1973, after Rebozo had discussed a number 
of other matters, he indicated to you that he wanted to go on some- 
thing called the attorney-client basis. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. That is correct. 

Mr. Lenzner. But he later discussed this matter with you on 
another occasion in January of 1974 when he did not specify it was 
an attorney -client basis ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. He did not at that time. 

Mr. Lenzner. And on the basis of that, Mr. Chairman, and also on 
the transcripts and Mr. Rebozo’s sworn testimony, I would suggest 
Mr. Kalmbach be directed to answer the questions. 

Senator Ervin. I so direct. 

Mr. Lenzner. Now, as I understand, Mr. Kalmbach, you pre- 
pared a memorandum reflecting your conversations with Mr. Rebozo 
on this matter on the Hughes’ money ? 

Mr. Kalmbach. I did. 

Mr. Lenzner. You had put that in a sealed envelope direct to me 
and I would like to unseal that now and have that presented and ask 
you to read that into the record. 

Mr. Kalmbach. Yes. This memorandum is dated February 3, 1974, 
entitled “Memorandum Relative to Conferences with C. G. Rebozo on 
Monday, April 30, 1973 ; Tuesday, May 1, 1973 ; and Tuesday, Janu- 
ary 8, 1974.” Sometime during the week of April 23, 1973, Bebe 
Rebozo called me at my office in Newport Beach— I think he was 
calling from Key Biscayne — and told me he had a matter he wanted to 
discuss with me, and asked when I would next be in the East. 

I told him that I, too, had some items that I wanted to go over 
with him, and that I was scheduled to be deposed in Washington at 
10 a.m., Monday, April 30, and that perhaps we could meet some 
time during my 1- or 2-day stay in the Capital, if he was going 
to be there at that time. He said he would be in Washington over 
the weekend, and suggested that we get together Sunday evening, 
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April 29. The way we left it was that he would call me early in the 
evening about the time of my projected arrival at the Madison 
Hotel. 

On Sunday Jim O’Connor and I flew into Washington from 
Phoenix, Ariz., arriving at Dulles Airport around 7 :15 p.m., and at 
the Madison around 8 p.m. At the time of our check-in, I was handed 
a telephone slip by the desk clerk which indicated that a Mr. Gregory 
had called. I remember showing the slip to Jim and identifying 
Gregory to him as Bebe’s alias (I think it is his middle name). 

Bebe had told me in his call during the prior week that he would 
use the name Gregory to identify himself if he missed me when he 
called the hotel and had to leave a message. I remember that he used 
that same alias at different other times in earlier years in similar 
circumstances. 

I returned Bebe’s call around 8 :15 to the White House where he 
was staying, and we were immediately connected. He asked me if 
I could come down then or if it would be more convenient for us to 
meet earlier the next morning. It was finally decided that I would 
see him at 7 :45 or 8 o’clock the next morning, and that we would 
meet in the lobby of the western wing of the White House. 

At about 7 :30 on Monday morning, April 30, I took a cab from 
the Madison to the Pennsylvania Avenue front gate entrance of the 
White House. I went through the gate using my White House pass, 
and entered the lobby sometime between 7 :45 and 8 o’clock. The 
person on the desk called Bebe and announced my arrival, and within 
5 or 10 minutes he came out and met me. 

I recall that while I was waiting Bob Haldeman came into the 
lobby through the front entrance. He saw me, expressed surprise, and 
came over and shook my hand. I don’t remember that we said any- 
thing other than an exchange of hellos, except he did ask me wno 

1 was waiting to see. I told him that I was there to see Bebe. He 
simply nodded, wished me well, and departed the lobby through the 
side door nearest the receptionist. 

My total conversation with Haldeman didn’t take more than 1 or 

2 minutes. I have not seen or spoken to him since that date. 

When Bebe came out and after we had exchanged greetings, he 
debated with himself as to where we should have our talk. Finally 
he decided we should use the Fish Room, which is just off the lobby. 
We went together and sat in the corner nearest the door. After we 
had sat down and Bebe had sent the steward for some coffee, he asked 
me how things were going and I replied that although it was a period 
of strain, that Barbara and I were bearing up, and that all things 
considered, things were going well. 

I recall that I asked Bebe to relay my best wishes to the Presi- 
dent and to the family, and to tell them that I wished them well. 
He then said that after our brief conversation the night before that 
he had told the family that we had just talked and that they had 
asked him to say hello for them all. 

At this point, we began our discussion of the various matters to 
be considered, and it was agreed that we would go through my list 
of items before we talked of the matter that Bebe wanted to discuss. 
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My items included such matters as to my efforts relative to a re- 
financing of the San Clemente property,* the status of a recent offer 
that I had received relative to the purchase of the President’s Whit- 
tier property, the status of the President’s tax refund for 1972, which 
was expected to issue that week, and certain miscellaneous questions 
relative to the maintenance of the San Clemente property including 
the status of the golf course facility. 

After we had spent 10 or 15 minutes covering these points, Bebe 
went into the matter that he wanted to discuss. At the very outset, 
he said words to the effect, “Can I now go on an attorney-client basis 
with you, Herb, in discussing a personal problem that I have?” 1 
replied that I would so regard a discussion on whatever followed as 
that between attorney and client, and asked him then to proceed. 

He said the President had asked him to speak to me about this 
problem and not Maurice Stans. He said lie had personally received 
$100,000 in campaign contributions from Dick Danner representing 
Howard Hughes. He said that he had received two cash contribu- 
tions of $50,000 each in 1969 and 1970 (he didn’t particularize as 
to the time and place of such payments or whether the $100,000 
had been earmarked by Hughes as being intended for a specific 
campaign or campaigns). 

He said that the IRS had scheduled a meeting with him on this 
very subject, which would be held 2 or 3 weeks hence. He said that 
he had disbursed part of the funds to Rose Woods, to Don Nixon, 
to Ed Nixon and to unnamed others during the intervening years, and 
that he was now asking for my counsel on how to handle the problem. 

In response to my questions, he reiterated that the money had 
been given to him as a contribution by Hughes, and that the expendi- 
tures he had made to the several individuals including Rose and the 
President’s two brothers had come from the Hughes’ cash. 

I then said that my advice was that lie should get the best tax 
lawyer that he could find, and give him not only the entire story 
but also the balance of the Hughes’ cash for return to Hughes and a 
list of everyone to whom lie had given money from these funds to 
which list should be attached, whatever backup could be obtained to 
show the use to which such funds had been put by the recipients. 
I said that he and his attorney should then lay out the facts of the 
matter exactly to the IRS. 

Bebe in reply to my advice expressed grave reservations about so 
doing for the stated reason that, “This touches the President and the 
President’s family, and I just can’t do anything to add to his prob- 
lems at this time, Herb.” 

I then said I would like to check the validity of my advice with 
Stanley Ebner, who I identified as the then general counsel at OMB 
in the White House, indicating further that Stan had been counsel 
to Maurice Stans’ finance committee during the *1972 campaign, and 
that he had begun his duties with Stans after the new finance law 
took effect on April 7, 1972. 

Bebe was very queasy about me talking to anyone about this 
matter, and I assured him I would not mention his name to Stan, 
and would talk to him only on a hypothetical basis. I added that I 
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would feel better about the advice I had given him if he would 
authorize me to check my thinking with Stan. 

Finally, Bebe agreed and we said goodbye to each other after 
agreeing to meet the next morning at 8 :30 in the lobby of the west 
wing of the White House. Immediately after Bebe and I parted, 
I used the phone in the lobby and called Stan at his office in the 
Executive Office Building. I found him in, and in response to my 
request for a few minutes of his time, he suggested that I come 
right over. 

I went over to Stan’s office about 9 o’clock, and after a very brief 
exchange of amenities, I asked him to let me check my judgment 
against his as to a special situation that had arisen. 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator, I don’t know what your time problems are. 
Do you want to hear all of this ? 

Senator Ervin. That’s all right. I will tell them to come if they 
need me. 

Mr. Kalmbach. I then recounted the facts as earlier expressed to 
me by Bebe. And I told him that in the fact situation: £< A” had 
received $100,000 in cash contributions and that he had not for- 
warded such funds to any campaign or campaigns but had instead 
held such funds over a period of years, and had in fact disbursed part 
of such $100,000 to other individuals for miscellaneous purposes. 
“A” was now confronted with talking to the IRS and had asked me 
for my advice. 

I then told Stan exactly what my advice had been. My recounting 
to Stan was as close to the facts that Bebe had given me as possible 
without, in fact, giving away Bebe’s identity. I think I also ran 
ouickly over several of my own problems with which Stan was 
familiar, and asked for his comments on these problems. 

Stan agreed completely with what I had advised Bebe, and ex- 
pressed himself that he could not see any other course for “A” to 
take in the fact situation presented. I left Stan’s office about 9:15 
and proceeded to Ed Morgan’s office in the Farragut Building where 
I met Jim and Ed. Jim and I left Ed’s office around 9 :45 to meet 
William Dobrovir for my 10 o’clock Nader-Butz deposition. 

I again met Bebe the next morning. I arrived by cab from the 
Madison, and was in the lobby around 8 :30. When Bebe came out 
to see me, I remember that he — -that we wandered around the lobby 
floor looking for a private meeting place. Finally with Rose Woods 
along, we went into a small room on the ground floor of the west 
wing. Rose left us, and we sat down behind a closed door. 

I began recounting my visit with Stan including his confirmation 
of mv suggested course of conduct for Bebe to follow, and before 
I had completely finished, Bebe cut short further discussion of the 
matter with a somewhat baffling comment, that he saw no problem but 
he thanked me for my thoughts. 

I had the feeling at the time that he had made up his mind on 
what to do before that meeting, and cut me short when he found 
that I had not come up with a more acceptable alternative to my 
advice of Monday morning. 

Bebe then launched into a bitter denunciation of the press, the 
Ervin committee, and the critics of the President generally. I recall 
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that he again urged me to move up on the refinancing of the San 
Clemente property. Bebe was very warm toward me, and expressed 
his appreciation for my counsel, and underlined his understanding 
that we had been in an attorney-client relationship during our dis- 
cussions of the Hughes’ cash. I, too, reaffirmed the attorney-client 
status of our talks. 

Our entire conversation that Tuesday morning did not last longer 
than 15 or 20 minutes, and I recall that I left the White House 
around 9 a.m. 

A third meeting was held with Bebe on Tuesday morning, J anuary 
8, 1974. He and I had talked by telephone once or twice after he 
arrived in San Clemente to be with the President during his stay 
in California. Never at any time during these telephone conversations 
did Bebe mention directly or indirectly our discussions in the White 
House on April 30, May i. 

And finally he called and asked me to meet with him on Tuesday 
January 8. I agreed to meet him at 8 :30 in the morning at the mess 
at the western White House. On that date when I arrived at the 
gate, the sruard told me that Mr. Rebozo had left word that I should 
proceed directly to the guest house in the living compound. This 
I did and arrived at the guest house — which is directly across a 
court from the President’s quarters — at 8 :30. 

When I entered the guest house, Bebe told me that the reason he 
had switched our meeting place was because he had learned that a 
great number of the press were over at the offices, and we would be 
afforded greater privacy within the compound. Our meeting lasted 
for about 1 hour and 15 minutes and ranged across a number of 
subjects. 

When Bebe called the meeting several days before, he indicated 
that the primary reason was that he wanted to discuss the Richard 
Nixon Foundation with me. We spent about 30 minutes discussing 
the Foundation, then moved on to cover other subjects. 

At one point somewhat near the end of the meeting, Bebe said 
words to me to the effect that : 

Undoubtedly, Herb, I have not told you that after you and I talked last 
spring regarding the Hughes money, I found that I had not in fact disbursed 
any of the Hughes' cash to the several people I named. When I went into 
the safe deposit box, I found that the wrappers around that cash had not 
been disturbed, and so it was clear that no part of this money had been used 
during the several years it was in my box. 

I didn’t make any comment at all to Bebe when he made this state- 
ment other than to acknowledge what he had said. We then went on 
to other items on the agenda, and I left him around 9 :45 and drove 
up to Los Angeles — about a 2-hour drive — for a luncheon meeting. 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator, that is the end of it. 

Mr. Kaembach. That’s the end of it. 

Mr. Lenzner. Senator, because of the sensitive nature of this, only 
five of us here — because there are only five of us that know about 
the existence of this, I am asking that the transcript be sealed and 
delivered to you personally, and I also ask you to direct us, all of the 
individuals here, that we not disclose to any other person, except in 
Mr. Kalmbach’s case obviously to Mr. Jaworski’s group, and in my 
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case, to investigators if it becomes necessary to follow up on this ; but 
other than that, that we be directed not to disclose or discuss this 
with anyone. 

Senator Ervin. I direct you to follow those instructions. If every- 
one will keep silent about this thing, nothing will get out except m 
those ways. 

Mr. Lenzner. That’s why we waited for you, Senator. 

Discussion off the record.] 

Whereupon, at 3 :28 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
recessed.] 
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